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O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.0-1 September 2005 

APPENDIX A 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

The FAA conducted a 30-day Final EIS public comment period to provide an opportunity for 
interested parties to formally comment on those portions of the Final EIS that contain updated 
and/or refined information from the Draft EIS.  The Final EIS public comment period 
commenced on August 5, 2005 and ended on September 6, 2005.  Additionally, the Final EIS 
was made available to the public via FAA’s website and by placement of the document in a 
number of local libraries around O’Hare on July 28, 2005.  The FAA made a commitment to 
review and respond to comments received after the close of the comment period, to the extent 
practicable, prior to the issuance of this Record of Decision and has accordingly included 
responses to late-filed comments. 

Several hundred pages of comments were received on the Final EIS.  In response, the FAA 
drafted each section of the main body of the Record of Decision after having given full 
consideration to the comments.  In Appendix A, the FAA has published all comments received 
on the Final EIS with FAA responses. 

A section listing of Appendix A is provided below: 

• Section A.1 –Agency Comments; 

• Section A.2 – Public Comments; 

• Section A.3 – City of Chicago Public Hearing Comments; 

A tabular index is provided, in the form of Tables A-1.  Table A-1 lists all the comment 
documents received; Table A-1 is organized by the three sections A.1, A.2, and A.3.  Each 
document has a “code” that indicates the date and number of the document.  For example, the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency letter is dated September 6, 2005, and the code 
for the letter is 050906_10, where “05” represents 2005, “09” represents September, and “06” 
represents the sixth day of the month.  The last three digits “10” simply represent the 10th 
document received on that date.   

 
TABLE A-1 – INDEX OF COMMENTS IN APPENDIX A 

No. Affiliation Name Section  
Page 
number Code 

1 Department of Interior Taylor A.1 A.1-1 050701_01 
2 United States Environmental Protection Agency Mathur A.1 A.1-4 050906_10 
3 Illinois Department of Natural Resources Flattery A.1 A.1-7 050829_01 
4 Illinois Environmental Protection Agency Scott A.1 A.1-8 050906_11 
5 United States Army Corps of Engineers Isoe A.1 A.1-10 050916_01 
6 Sac & Fox Nation of Missouri Bahr A.1 A.1-12 050526_01 
7 Sac & Fox Nation of Missouri Bahr A.1 A.1-13 050526_02 
8 Cherokee Nation Allen A.1 A.1-14 050804_01 
9 Sac & Fox Tribe of the Mississippi in Iowa Buffalo A.1 A.1-15 050829_02 
10 Keweenaw Bay Indian Community Cohen A.1 A.1-16 050906_14 
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TABLE A-1 – INDEX OF COMMENTS IN APPENDIX A 

No. Affiliation Name Section  
Page 
number Code 

11 Kaw Nation Indian Tribe Douglas A.1 A.1-17 050920_01 
12 United States Congress Mica A.2 A.2-1 050203_01 
13 Public Blomberg A.2 A.2-5 050405_01 
14 Public Bekeleski A.2 A.2-9 050523_01 
15 Public Kinnard A.2 A.2-10 050728_01 
16 Public Ellenbaum A.2 A.2-11 050729_01 
17 Public Russell A.2 A.2-12 050730_01 
18 Public Taylor A.2 A.2-13 050730_02 
19 Public Pulcioni A.2 A.2-18 050731_01 
20 Public Sachau A.2 A.2-20 050801_01 
21 Public Garner A.2 A.2-21 050801_02 
22 Public Paganis A.2 A.2-22 050801_03 
23 Public McElligott A.2 A.2-23 050801_04 
24 Public Sobieski7@aol.com A.2 A.2-25 050802_01 
25 Public Sonntag A.2 A.2-26 050802_02 
26 Public Mulholland A.2 A.2-30 050805_01 
27 Public Lehman A.2 A.2-31 050806_01 
28 Public Lehman A.2 A.2-38 050808_01 
29 Public Palaha A.2 A.2-42 050811_02 
30 Public Doering A.2 A.2-43 050812_01 
31 Public Schalliol A.2 A.2-46 050812_02 
32 Public Engelking A.2 A.2-47 050812_03 
33 Public Treesii A.2 A.2-48 050814_01 
34 Public Valente A.2 A.2-49 050815_01 
35 Public Santoyo A.2 A.2-50 050816_01 
36 Public Bermudez A.2 A.2-53 050816_02 
37 Civic Committee of the Commercial Club of Chicago Martin A.2 A.2-54 050817_01 
38 Village of Arlington Heights Mulder A.2 A.2-59 050825_01 
39 Public Becque A.2 A.2-60 050829_03 
40 Public Drake A.2 A.2-61 050902_01 
41 Public McGovern A.2 A.2-62 050903_01 
42 Public Blomberg A.2 A.2-63 050905_01 
43 Chicago Air Cargo Managers Association Gadow A.2 A.2-65 050906_01 
44 Karaganis-Cohn Karaganis-Cohn A.2 A.2-70 050906_02 
44A Le affidavit (a) Le A.2 A.2-98 050906_04 
44B Campbell affidavit (a) Campbell A.2 A.2-101 050906_05 
44C Fleming affidavit (a) Fleming A.2 A.2-151 050906_06 
44D Campbell-Hill Exhibits (a) Campbell A.2 A.2-183 050906_07 
44E Karaganis, White and Magel (a) Karaganis A.2 A.2-202 050623_01 
44F Karaganis, White and Magel (a) Karaganis A.2 A.2-210 050805_02 
44G Karaganis, White and Magel (a) Karaganis A.2 A.2-212 050826_01 
44H Department of Transportation Office of Inspector General (a) Mead A.2 A.2-214 050721_01 
45 Public Kolodziej A.2 A.2-234 050906_03 
46 Alliance of Residents Concerning O’Hare Saporito A.2 A.2-242 050906_08 
47 Public Baker A.2 A.2-277 050906_09 
48 Public Sell A.2 A.2-279 050906_12 
49 Public Solis A.2 A.2-281 050906_13 
50 Public Gorski A.2 A.2-282 050906_15 
51 O'Hare Noise Compatibility Commission Mulder A.2 A.2-283 050906_16 
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TABLE A-1 – INDEX OF COMMENTS IN APPENDIX A 

No. Affiliation Name Section  
Page 
number Code 

52 Karaganis, White and Magel Karaganis A.2 A.2-285 050906_18 
53 Public Thorson A.2 A.2-288 050907_01 
54 Chicago Public Schools Murphy A.2 A.2-289 050916_02 
55 Public Kahler A.2 A.2-290 050926_01 
56 Public Venegas A.3 A.3-3 050906_17 
57 Karaganis, White and Magel Karaganis A.3 A.3-3 050906_17 
58 Public Sell A.3 A.3-14 050906_17 
59 Public Horn A.3 A.3-16 050906_17 
60 Public Tralewski A.3 A.3-18 050906_17 
61 Public Adamowski A.3 A.3-21 050906_17 
62 Public Taylor A.3 A.3-25 050906_17 
 Note: 
 
(a):   These documents were submitted as 8 attachments to the Karaganis-Cohn September 6, 2005 comments on the   
 FEIS, document 050906_02.  While the bulk of the documents received were published in chronological order, these 
 documents were placed immediately following the Karaganis-Cohn September 6, 2005 comments on the FEIS. 
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Comment Response 
1 The USDOI comments are noted. 
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Comment Response 
2 FAA appreciates USDOI’s acknowledgment of the FAA’s analysis of the 

locally important sites.  In addition, FAA agrees with USDOI’s statements 
regarding the requirements of mitigation for properties funded under 
L&WCF such as Schuster Park, the only Section 6(f) property that would be 
impacted. 
 

3 Since the receipt of this letter, FAA has identified a preferred alternative in 
the Final EIS.   FAA appreciates USDOI’s comment: “[t]he Department 
would concur with the determination that there are no prudent or feasible 
avoidance alternatives.”  Further, the FAA has consulted with the NPS and 
IDNR regarding the impacts to Schuster Park.  FAA also has consulted with 
SHPO, the ACHP, and affected parties concerning a Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) for impacts on the two cemeteries as a part of the Record 
of Decision (ROD).  See the MOA in Appendix B of the ROD. 
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Comment Response 
4 The FAA has a continuing interest in working with the USDOI and  

acknowledges the contacts provided by it. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA has identified Alternative C (the City of Chicago’s proposed 

O’Hare Modernization Program) as the FAA’s Preferred Alternative in 
Section 3.7 of the FEIS, and its selected alternative  in Section 7 of the ROD.   
 

2 The FAA appreciates the USEPA’s continued efforts on the EIS to date, and 
input on improving the EIS analysis, improving public disclosure, and 
mitigating potential adverse environmental impacts, including air quality, 
wetlands, stormwater, noise, and environmental justice. Specific mitigation 
and reduction measures have been identified in Section 9.3 of the ROD. 
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Comment Response 
3 The FAA notes the EPA’s statement that the FAA and the City of Chicago 

responded well to their comments on the DEIS and addressed their 
concerns for water quality, noise, environmental justice, and alternatives 
and acknowledged the FAA’s work on air quality including PM2.5.  The 
FAA appreciates USEPA’s agreement with the “use of 1990 as the worst-
case meteorological conditions for the five-year period under 
consideration for this project.” 
 

4 As the preferred alternative does not violate national air quality standards, 
and is compliant with the requirements of the Clean Water Act, no formal 
mitigation actions are required.  However, emission reduction measures 
have been identified and are included in Section 9.3 of the ROD, including 
additional information on Ground Support Equipment (GSE) emission 
reduction measures and commitments.   

The FAA notes USEPA’s support for the purchase and installation of three 
air quality monitors in the O’Hare environs as an emission reduction 
measure, as included in Section 9.3 of the ROD, and appreciates USEPA’s 
commitment to work with and assist the FAA, IEPA, and others on 
implementing this measure.   
 

5 The FAA agrees with the restatement of the number of wetland mitigation 
credits, which were based, in part, on previous comments received from 
USEPA.  The FAA also concurs with the USEPA’s favorable assessment of 
the wetland mitigation process, and that ongoing multi-agency review by 
the wetland Mitigation Review Team (MRT) will ensure the selection and 
establishment of high quality wetland mitigation sites as part of the 
Section 404 wetland permitting process. 

The FAA notes the EPA’s commendation for its use of sound contours for 
the build out year and the build out plus  five years  and appreciates 
USEPA’s agreement with the noise mitigation measures and associated 
required timeframe, including mitigation for multi-family residences, as 
defined in the Final EIS. 
 

6 Formal mitigation commitments for all environmental resources where 
impacts were identified, with appropriate implementation timeframes, are 
included in Section 9 of the ROD.   
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Comment Response 
7 The components of the City’s O’Hare Modernization Program Sustainable 

Design Manual, and Green Airport Initiatives Best Management Practices 
Manual, have been incorporated into the ROD for construction impact 
mitigation and air quality emission reduction measures, to the extent 
practical and feasible. 

The FAA welcomes USEPA’s commitment to work with the FAA and the 
City of Chicago to develop a mechanism to track environmental 
performance at O’Hare.  At this time the FAA anticipates the City will 
continue past practices regarding tracking of environmental compliance 
within its programs. 
 

8 Comment noted.  The FAA appreciates USEPA’s comments and looks 
forward to working closely and collaboratively with the EPA. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA notes the IDNR comments on the Final EIS.  The FAA notes the 

IDNR statement that, “no state threatened or endangered species currently 
exist within the project boundaries, thus no adverse impacts will occur.” 
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Comment Response 
1 Comment noted.  The FAA notes the  IEPA’s appreciation of the 

comprehensive analysis contained within the DEIS and that the FEIS 
supplied information on emissions and air quality that exceeds that required 
by NEPA..  Formal commitments for all environmental resources where 
impacts were identified, including for air quality and water quality, are 
included in Section 9 of the ROD.   
 

2 Formal commitments to air quality emission reduction measures are 
included in Section 9.3 of the ROD.  These measures include, among others, 
(1) the use of newer, cleaner, and more fuel efficient engines for construction 
equipment, (2) the use of ultra low sulfur fuel for off-road and on-road 
diesel equipment as soon as possible, and (3) the use of diesel emission traps 
and oxidation catalysts for off-road diesel equipment during construction, to 
the extent practicable and feasible.  Additionally, the FAA shares IEPA’s 
concern that the City should implement the construction scenario that 
lowers construction haul trips, and overall emissions, by utilizing onsite 
materials and balancing earthwork and excavation to the maximum extent 
possible. 
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Comment Response 
3 Comment noted.  As an air quality emission reduction measure, the City 

will encourage the use of alternate fuel and retrofits for internal 
bus/shuttle transport, as well as for Ground Service Equipment (GSE) to 
the extent practicable and feasible.  The FAA notes that most of the GSE 
at the Airport is owned and operated by the airlines.  Accordingly, the 
City does not have direct control over the airline’s equipment, and the 
decisions they make regarding modifications or purchases of GSE.  
 

4 Comment noted.  Construction activities that would impact wetlands 
and non-wetland Waters of the US are not authorized until a 404 permit 
is approved by USACE in consultation with IEPA and 401 certification 
are issued.   
 

5 The FAA appreciates IEPA’s comments and continued cooperation with 
the FAA during the EIS process. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA appreciates the comments from the USACE on the FEIS.  The FAA 

notes the USACE statement that, “there are no less damaging alternatives to 
construct the project.”  In addition, the FAA appreciates and concurs with 
the USACE statement that “coordination has facilitated early consideration 
of key issues and an understanding of the proposed actions and associated 
environmental impacts.” 
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Comment Response 
1 FAA acknowledges that the Sac & Fox Tribe of Missouri in Kansas and 

Nebraska has raised no objection in their response to  the Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f) Evaluation.  If human skeletal remains and/or any objects falling 
under NAGPRA are uncovered during construction, the NAGPRA 
Representative of the Sac & Fox Tribe of Missouri in Kansas and Nebraska 
will be notified. 

The FAA also notes that the Final Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation is 
contained in Appendix L of the Final EIS.  Further the FAA notes that both 
the Sac & Fox Tribe of the Mississippi in Iowa and the Sac & Fox Tribe of 
Oklahoma were contacted. 
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Comment Response 
1 FAA acknowledges that the Sac & Fox Tribe of Missouri in Kansas and 

Nebraska has no objection to the Draft Air Quality General Conformity 
Determination.  If human skeletal remains and/or any objects falling under 
NAGPRA are uncovered during construction, the NAGPRA Representative 
of the Sac & Fox Tribe of Missouri in Kansas and Nebraska will be notified. 

The FAA also notes that the Final Air Quality General Conformity 
Determination is contained in Appendix J of the Final EIS. 
Further the FAA notes that both the Sac & Fox Tribe of the Mississippi in 
Iowa and the Sac & Fox Tribe of Oklahoma were contacted. 
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Comment Response 
1 FAA acknowledges that the Cherokee Nation has no interest in the states 

comprising the FAA Great Lakes Region. 
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Comment Response 
1 FAA acknowledges that the Sac & Fox Tribe of the Mississippi in Iowa has 

no objection to the Final EIS, Final Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation 
and Final Conformity Determination.  If human skeletal remains and/or any 
objects falling under NAGPRA are uncovered during construction, the 
NAGPRA Representative of the Sac & Fox Tribe of Mississippi in Iowa will 
be notified. 
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Comment Response 
1 FAA acknowledges that the Keweenaw Bay Indian Community has no 

objection to the Final EIS, Final Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation and 
Final Conformity Determination.  If the scope of work changes or human 
skeletal remains and/or any objects falling under NAGPRA are uncovered 
during construction, the NAGPRA Representative of the Keweenaw Bay 
Indian Community will be notified. 
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Comment Response 
1 FAA acknowledges that the Kaw Nation Indian Tribe has no objection to the 

Draft Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation.  If the scope of work changes 
or human skeletal remains and/or any objects falling under NAGPRA are 
uncovered during construction, the NAGPRA Representative of the Kaw 
Nation Indian Tribe will be notified. 
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Comment Response 
1 Comment noted. The FAA provided an interim response to Congressman 

Mica’s letter on March 29, 2005 indicating that responses would be 
forthcoming in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Record 
of Decision.  Although  the Congressman’s letter was not included in the 
Final EIS, the concerns raised in the letter were addressed in the Final EIS. 
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Comment Response 
2 The FAA responded to this comment in Chapter 1, Section 1.7 of the Final 

EIS and the topical response L-1 on page U.5-44 of Appendix U of the Final 
EIS.  FAA funding decisions regarding the project will be made after 
issuance of this Record of Decision.  This ROD provides eligibility for 
Federal grant-in-aid funds and/or PFC (see Section 13 of the ROD).  In a 
separate process, the FAA is currently reviewing the City’s submittal for an 
Airport Improvement Program (AIP) Letter of Intent application including a 
benefit-cost analysis. 
 

3 The FAA respectfully disagrees with this comment.  Each of the issues 
raised by this comment that “OMP cannot be financed” was raised in great 
detail in comments made on the Draft EIS and responded to by FAA one-by-
one in the Final EIS.  The FAA directs the commenter to Appendix U, 
Section U.4 of the Final EIS, pages U.4-558 through U.4-580 for the FAA 
responses to these issues. 

With regard to bullet 1, the FAA notes that the City of Chicago does have a 
financing plan within their Master Plan, and the FAA has reviewed the plan, 
see Section 1.7 of the Final EIS. 

With regard to bullet 2, the FAA responded to each of these comments in 
addressing comments filed by Karaganis-Cohn on September 6, 2005.  See 
response to comment 4, beginning on page A.2-78 of this Appendix A of the 
ROD.     
 
With regard to bullets 3-7, the FAA responded to each of these comments in 
addressing comments filed by Campbell-Hill on April 6, 2005.  See response 
to comments 101 – 109, beginning on page U.4-565 of Appendix U of the 
Final EIS. 
 

4 The FAA respectfully disagrees with the comment that “[a]fter OMP Delays 
Will be Worse With Very Little Additional Capacity.”  The FAA responded 
to each of these comments in addressing comments filed by Campbell-Hill 
on April 6, 2005.  See comments 43-87, beginning on page U.4-525 of 
Appendix U of the Final EIS.  
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Comment Response 
4 See the previous page for the response to this comment. 

 
5 The comment was written prior to the publication of the Final EIS.  In 

response to similar comments received on the Draft EIS, the FAA presented 
further information on its review of the cost estimate and the financial 
feasibility of the proposal in the Final EIS in Chapter 1, Section 1.7.  FAA has 
concluded that it is reasonable to assume that, based upon the impact 
O’Hare has on the Chicago region, as well as the NAS, and the benefits to 
the regional economy, there will be sufficient funds to complete the City’s 
proposal.  Further, in response to comments on the Draft EIS, FAA reviewed 
additional cost-related information applicable to the project.  For purposes 
of this review under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the 
FAA has concluded that the estimated costs of the project are reasonable.  In 
addition, FAA believes that with a project of this magnitude and 
importance, the availability of projected funding sources is sufficiently 
reasonable and capable of being obtained.  This determination is made 
without prejudice to evaluation of the City’s pending Letter of Intent 
request, which is a separate process from this environmental analysis. 

Additionally, FAA responded to similar comments filed by Karaganis-Cohn 
on September 6, 2005.  See response to comment 2, beginning on page A.2-78 
of this Appendix A of the ROD.     
 

6 The FAA has considered the impacts to both Rest Haven and St. Johannes 
cemeteries.  Since the publication of the Final EIS, the FAA has determined 
that Rest Haven can be left in place.  In response to comments received on 
the Draft EIS, the FAA evaluated alternatives and derivatives of alternatives 
that would avoid the acquisition of the cemeteries; this evaluation is 
contained in Section 3.6 of the Final EIS.  In addition, the Final EIS at Section 
5.22 presented the FAA’s proposed findings with respect to issues arising 
under the First Amendment and RFRA.  The Agency invited public 
comment on those tentative findings.  After careful consideration of those 
comments, the FAA has made its final determinations under the religious 
liberty issues at Section 12 of this ROD.  These determinations are fully 
responsive to the comments presented here. 
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Comment Response 
7 The FAA respectfully disagrees with the comment that “’Western Access’ To 

O’Hare Is A Myth.” 
 
With regard to bullet 1, while it is true that Runways 14R/32L and 14L/32R 
are phased out with the selected alternative, it is only 14R/32L that is 
decommissioned due to the development of western access including a 
western terminal.  More importantly, the runways are planned to be 
decommissioned to reconfigure the airfield resulting into a more modern 
runway configuration, (i.e. DFW).  The future airfield would result in 6 
parallel runways with two-crosswind runways. 
 
With regard to bullet 2, The FAA responded to each of these comments in 
addressing comments filed by Campbell-Hill on April 6, 2005.  See comment 
103, beginning on page U.4-568 of Appendix U of the Final EIS.  
  
With regard to bullets 3-4, the FAA responded to this comment in the 
topical response F-4 on page U.5-30 of Appendix U of the Final EIS. 
 

8 The FAA has responded to this issue in Section 10.1.1 of this Record of 
Decision. 
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Comment Response 
1 Thank you for your comments regarding the Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIS). 
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Comment Response 
2 The comments regarding the number of runways needed at O’Hare are 

noted.  Primarily, the comments made are in relation to the dynamic fleet 
mix used by airlines at O’Hare.  The FAA carefully considered the items 
mentioned in the commenter’s remarks in the analysis conducted for the 
EIS.  In fact, the FAA did take into account the changing O’Hare fleet mix 
used by the airlines serving O’Hare.  The commenter correctly notes that the 
fleet mix has much to do with the capacity of the airfield, as well as runway 
length and aircraft in-trail separation requirements.  In a very detailed, 
thorough, and carefully conducted airfield and airspace simulation 
modeling analysis, the FAA evaluated the existing airport, as well as other 
airfield alternatives taking into account the fleet mix and associated in-trail 
separations.  This simulation modeling analysis projects the levels of delay 
associated with the various alternatives considered including alternatives 
with less runways than the City of Chicago proposed.  In addition, the FAA 
notes that an Air Traffic Working Group, consisting of air traffic controllers 
from the Chicago O’Hare Airport Traffic Control Tower, the Chicago 
O’Hare Terminal Radar Approach Facility, and the Chicago Air Route 
Traffic Control Center, and other experts reviewed and concurred with the 
simulation modeling analysis.    Through this intensive review, the FAA has 
found that the levels of delay associated with alternatives involving less 
airfield development (i.e. less runways) demonstrate the need for each of the 
runways proposed by the City of Chicago. 
 
For further information, the FAA directs the commenter to Appendix B of 
the Final EIS, where there is a presentation of the fleet mix utilized for each 
year of analysis for both the unconstrained flight schedule in Table B-10, 
page B-20 (assuming improvements at O’Hare) and the constrained flight 
schedule in Table B-12, page B-28 (assuming the existing airfield at O’Hare).  
In addition, details regarding the simulation modeling is presented in 
Appendix D of the Final EIS. 
 

3 FAA continually monitors its equipment needs and updates and upgrades 
the equipment as needed. 
 

4 Alternative C, the selected alternative, includes a new western terminal as 
well as two new terminals in the existing terminal area to accommodate the 
projected level of passengers.  Alternative C also includes improvements to 
the airfield to accommodate New Large Aircraft (NLA) such as the 
forthcoming Airbus A380.  With regard to the purpose and need and 
alternatives considered, the FAA directs the commenter to Chapters 2 and 3 
of the Final EIS. 
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Comment Response 
5 As noted in response to comment 1 above, the FAA has found that the levels 

of delay associated with alternatives involving less airfield development (i.e. 
less runways) demonstrate the need for each of the runways proposed by 
the City of Chicago.  In addition, the FAA notes that the existing airfield 
currently has 6 runways (2 east-west, 2 northwest-southeast, 2 northeast-
southwest).  Alternative C, the approved alternative, would include a total 
of 8 runways (4 east-west and 2 northeast-southwest).  Finally, in a process 
separate from this EIS the FAA is  reviewing,  the benefit-cost analysis as a 
part of the Agency’s review of the City of Chicago’s Letter of Intent (LOI) 
application for airport improvement grant funding. A decision has not been 
reached on this request. 
 

6 In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), 
the FAA is required to evaluate the City’s  proposal and alternatives to it 
from an environmental standpoint.  Currently, the City is not proposing the 
addition of a runway at Midway, and it is unlikely they would consider it 
given the constraints surrounding the airfield.  For further information on 
Midway, see Appendix C of the Final EIS. 
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Comment Response 
1 Thank you for your comments regarding the Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIS).  Each of the issues raised by the commenter were taken into 
account in the EIS.  The FAA refers the commenter to the following sections 
of the Final EIS: the cost estimates for the project (see Section 1.7 of the Final 
EIS), the need for improvements (see Chapter 2 of the Final EIS), the safety 
of the proposed airfield layout (See Appendix U, Section U.5, response to 
comments K-1, K-2), the potential tax loss to surrounding communities 
(Section 5.4 of the Final EIS), the impact on employment (Section 5.4 of the 
Final EIS), the implications to the surrounding airspace (Chapter 3 of the 
Final EIS), as well as noise (Section 5.1) and air quality impacts (Section 5.6). 

The FAA also directs the commenter to Appendix U, Section U.5 of the Final 
EIS, where the FAA responded to the very same issues raised by the 
commenter.  Section U.5 can be found in the beginning of Volume 9 of the 
Final EIS.  In addition, the FAA notes that the commenter’s previous 
comments and FAA’s respective references to responses on the Draft EIS, 
can be found in Section U.10 on pages U.10-81, U.10-103, and U.10-157. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA notes the commenter’s opposition to Agency approval of the 

City’s proposed O’Hare Modernization Program (Alternative C).  The FAA 
also notes that the air quality assessment of the proposal can be found in 
Section 5.6 of the Final EIS.  Finally, the FAA directs the commenter to 
response E-1 beginning on page U.5-25 of Appendix U of the Final EIS. 

 
2 In the Final EIS, in responses to similar comments received on the Draft 

EIS, the FAA presented further information on its review of the financial 
feasibility of the proposal in the Final EIS in Chapter 1, Section 1.7.  The 
FAA’s presentation of the cost estimate is contained in Table 1-11 of the 
Final EIS. 

With regard to the effect of the bankruptcy of airlines, the FAA notes that 
the Agency has conducted a sensitivity assessment of the financing plan for 
the OMP, including a what-if scenario involving the loss of a hubbing 
carrier at O’Hare.   This sensitivity assessment examined a number of 
mechanisms the City could employ should part of the funding for the 
project not be implemented as planned.  These mechanisms include 
deferral of improvements, use of contingency, increased debt issuance, and 
short-term borrowing.  The sensitivity assessment demonstrated that 
changes in cost per enplaned passenger resulting from the use of these 
mechanisms would not be substantial and in some instances could be offset 
by cost benefits from the project’s implementation.     
 

3 The FAA has selected Alternative C (the City of Chicago’s alternative) in 
this Record of Decision.  In the EIS, the FAA did evaluate the proposed 
South Suburban Airport as an alternative to improvements at O’Hare, 
however this alternative did not meet the purpose and need, (See Chapter 3 
of the EIS).  Further, the FAA notes that the Agency is currently conducting 
an Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed South Suburban 
Airport.  Finally, the FAA directs the commenter to response B-2  
beginning on page U.5-7 of Appendix U of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comments A.2-11 September 2005 

 
Comment Response 
1 The FAA received similar comments on the Draft EIS regarding the 

suggestion that a regional airport authority be formed to govern the area’s 
airports.  In the Final EIS on page U.5-50, the FAA responded as follows: 
“[t]his comment is beyond the scope of the EIS proposal, which involves 
environmental review of the City’s proposal and alternatives to the 
proposal.  The City of Chicago owns O’Hare International Airport and 
Midway International Airport.  The FAA does not have the authority to 
require that a regional authority manage the region’s airports.  These 
decisions are left to the state and local government officials.” 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA has provided the information sent to this commenter in error to 

appropriate parties in Elmwood Park, Illinois.  The FAA appreciates the 
clarification from the commenter. 
 

2 The comment is noted.  The FAA notes that use other modes of 
transportation, including both conventional and high-speed rail was 
evaluated as an alternative to O’Hare improvements.  However, this 
alternative did not meet the purpose and need of the Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS). 
 
Alternatives C, the selected alternative, include an extension of the Airport 
Transit System (ATS), which links with the Metra Transfer Station. This 
station is on Metra’s North Central line, which provides the ability to travel 
to O’Hare from Union Station in Chicago. The O’Hare Transfer Station is 
located east of the intersection of Mannheim Road and Zemke Road.  
Currently, a shuttle bus service takes passengers between the Metra station 
and the ATS station at Lot E for transfer to the Airport.  In addition, the 
Chicago Transit Authority Blue Line currently links downtown Chicago to 
O’Hare with the terminus in the lower level of the Main Parking Garage at 
O’Hare. 
 
In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), 
the FAA is required to evaluate the City’s proposal and alternatives to it 
from an environmental standpoint. Where appropriate, the FAA encourages 
airport sponsors to provide for intermodal facilities, however, it is the 
airport sponsor’s prerogative to plan for such facilities. 
 
With regard to commuter airplanes, the FAA does not have the authority to 
determine the equipment or fleet mix of aircraft employed by air carriers. 

3 In 2000, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) issued 
a fact sheet that identified the state of the science considering the 
understanding and possible effects of “condensation trails” or “contrails.”  
In general contrails are long, linear clouds sometimes produced by aircraft 
flight at aircraft cruise altitudes several miles above the Earth’s surface.  As 
noted in the Fact Sheet: “The combination of water vapor in aircraft engine 
exhaust and the low ambient temperatures that often exists at these high 
altitudes allows the formation of contrails.  Contrails are composed 
primarily of water (in the form of ice crystals) and do not pose health risks 
to humans.  They do affect the cloudiness of the Earth’s atmosphere, 
however, and therefore might affect atmospheric temperature and climate.”  
 
The FAA notes the commenter’s concern regarding air quality.  The FAA 
did assess potential air quality impacts of the proposed project in Section 5.6 
of the EIS.  Finally, the FAA directs the commenter to responses E-1 and E-3 
beginning on page U.5-25 of Appendix U of the Final EIS. 
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Comment Response 
1 Comment noted. 

 
2 FAA notes the comments offered in your letter of July 30, 2005.    

Concerning Schuster Park, the FAA is coordinating with the National Park 
Service and Illinois Department of Natural Resources regarding this 
property and is confident that mitigation of the impacts to this park will be 
accomplished in compliance with all appropriate laws and regulations.  The 
attached correspondence related to Schuster Park to and from the 
Bensenville Park District is included in the record. 
 
For further information on Schuster Park, please see Section 9.7 of the 
Record of Decision.  
 

3 The FAA notes the commenter’s support for the full-build proposal.  The 
FAA has, in this Record of Decision, selected Alternative C, the City of 
Chicago’s proposal. 
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Response to Comments A.2-18 September 2005 

 
Comment Response 
1 Commenter’s opinion is  noted. 
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Response to Comments A.2-19 September 2005 

 
Comment Response 
2 The FAA notes the commenter’s concern regarding air quality.  The FAA 

did assess potential air quality impacts of the proposed project in Section 5.6 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS).  Finally, the FAA 
directs the commenter to responses E-1 and E-3  beginning on page U.5-25 
of Appendix U of the Final EIS. 
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Comment Response 
1 The commenter’s opinions regarding the FAA are noted.  The FAA also 

directs the commenter to Appendix U, Section U.5 of the Final EIS, which 
can be found in the beginning of Volume 9 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS).  Specifically, the FAA directs the commenter to 
responses A-1 (page U.5-2), C-7 (page U.5-20), D-1 (page U.5-21), E-1 (page 
U.5-25), and M-1 (page U.5-46).  In addition, the FAA notes that the 
commenter’s previous emails and FAA’s respective references to responses 
can be found in Appendix L on page L-92 and Appendix J on page J-353. 
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Response to Comments A.2-21 September 2005 

 
Comment Response 
1 The FAA notes the commenter’s concern regarding air quality.  The FAA 

did assess potential air quality impacts of the proposed project in Section 5.6 
and Appendix J of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS).  
Finally, the FAA directs the commenter to responses E-1 and E-3  beginning 
on page U.5-25 of Appendix U of the Final EIS.  
 

2 The FAA notes the commenter’s concern regarding the funding of the 
project given the financial state of both American Airlines and United 
Airlines.  In response to similar comments received on the Draft EIS, the 
FAA presented further information on its review of the cost estimate and the 
financial feasibility of the proposal in the Final EIS in Chapter 1, Section 1.7.  
FAA has concluded that it is reasonable to assume that, based upon the 
impact O’Hare has on the Chicago region, as well as the NAS, and the 
benefits to the regional economy, there will be sufficient funds to complete 
the City’s proposal.  
 
With regard to the effect of the bankruptcy of airlines, the FAA notes that 
the Agency has conducted a sensitivity assessment of the financing plan for 
the OMP, including a what-if scenario involving the loss of a hubbing 
carrier at O’Hare.   This sensitivity assessment examined a number of 
mechanisms the City could employ should part of the funding for the 
project not be implemented as planned.  These mechanisms include deferral 
of improvements, use of contingency, increased debt issuance, and short-
term borrowing.  The sensitivity assessment demonstrated that changes in 
cost per enplaned passenger resulting from the use of these mechanisms 
would not be substantial and in some instances could be offset by cost 
benefits from the project’s implementation.     
 

3 The FAA notes the commenter’s opinion regarding perimeter airport 
security.  The FAA notes that the Transportation Security Administration 
(TSA) whose mission is the protection of the nation’s transportation service, 
is part of the review of the Airport Layout Plan submitted by the City of 
Chicago for FAA review.  The TSA, along with the City of Chicago, are 
responsible for the airport’s perimeter security. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA did respond to this commenter by phone to address Mr. Paganis’ 

concerns. 

The property acquisition lines have not changed from their delineation in 
the October 2003 Airport Layout Plan (ALP).  The FAA directs the 
commenter to aerial exhibits of the land acquisition area in Section 5.4 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS), specifically Exhibits 5.4-4 
(Elk Grove and Des Plaines) and 5.4-5 (Bensenville).  In addition, the FAA 
strongly recommends that the commenter contact the City of Chicago’s 
Land Acquisition Program office at 773-686-4600. 

The ALP submitted by the City of Chicago in October 2003 has undergone a 
comprehensive aeronautical study by all FAA lines of business plus the 
Transportation Security Administration.  Each office contributed to this 
review focusing on compliance with FAA Advisory Circulars, Regulations, 
Orders and Policy Guidance.  Since October 2003 the FAA has worked with 
the City of Chicago in an iterative process to resolve minor technical issues 
associated with the ALP.  This coordination resulted in the City 
resubmitting a revised ALP in September 2005.  The modifications made to 
the ALP between October 2003 and September 2005 were minor in nature 
and did not impact how the airfield would be operated or the operational 
efficiency.   In addition, changes on the Final ALP would not result in any 
differences in the environmental consequences portion of the EIS.  The City 
of Chicago's ALP drawings are available on the FAA's web site at the 
following address:  http://www.agl.faa.gov/OMP/Planning/ALP/ALP.htm 
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Response to Comments A.2-23 September 2005 

 
Comment Response 
1 Comment noted. 
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Response to Comments A.2-24 September 2005 

 
Comment Response 
2 The FAA notes the commenter’s opposition to the proposed South Suburban 

Airport and appreciates the input.  Currently, the FAA is conducting an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed South Suburban 
Airport.  Comments regarding the South Suburban EIS can be submitted to 
the FAA at:http://environmental.southsuburbanairport.com/ 
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Response to Comments A.2-25 September 2005 

 

 
Comment Response 
1 The FAA notes the commenter’s opposition to the project. 
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Response to Comments A.2-26 September 2005 

 

 
Comment Response 
1 The FAA notes the commenter’s concern regarding the funding of the 

project.  In response to similar comments received on the Draft EIS, the FAA 
presented further information on its review of the financial feasibility of the 
proposal in the Final EIS in Chapter 1, Section 1.7.  FAA has concluded that 
it is reasonable to assume that, based upon the impact O’Hare has on the 
Chicago region, as well as the National Airspace System, and the benefits to 
the regional economy, there will be sufficient funds to complete the City’s 
proposal. 

The FAA further notes that it is not unusual for the funding to not be 
earmarked in its entirety prior to the outset of construction.  For large 
airport improvement projects, it is common for the project to be built and 
financed in phases as is the case with this project. 
 

2 Comment noted. 
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Response to Comments A.2-27 September 2005 

 

 
Comment Response 
3 See topical responses K-1 and K-2 in Appendix U of the Final EIS, beginning 

on page U.5-42. 
 

4 The FAA notes the commenter’s concern regarding air pollution and noise 
impact.  Both the potential noise and air quality impacts were assessed as 
part of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  The assessment of noise 
can be found in Section 5.1 of the EIS; the assessment of potential air quality 
impacts of the proposed project can be found in Section 5.6 of the EIS. 
 

5 The FAA notes the comments regarding the fleet mix utilized at O’Hare.  
However, the FAA does not have the authority to dictate which airplanes air 
carriers utilize at O’Hare.   
 

6 The commenter’s suggestion for the extension of the Elgin-O’Hare 
Expressway to DuPage Airport is noted.  However, the extension of the 
Elgin O’Hare Expressway was not part of any of the Build Alternatives 
considered within the EIS.   

The Elgin-O’Hare Expressway project is part of the Chicago Area 
Transportation Study 2030 Regional Transportation Plan, but has yet to be 
programmed by IDOT. It would extend the Elgin-O’Hare Expressway from 
its existing east terminus at I-290 to the proposed west access to O’Hare, by 
converting existing Thorndale Avenue from a DuPage County arterial route 
to a limited access freeway.  This project has the potential to lessen some of 
the potential impacts of the alternatives occurring along York Road, Irving 
Park Road, and Thorndale Avenue. 
   
The FAA considered this projects in the cumulative impacts assessment 
which can be found in Chapter 6 of the EIS.  
 
FAA also notes the commenter’s preference for O’Hare expansion or the use 
of the DuPage airport over the proposed South Suburban airport.  
 

7 Comment noted. 
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Response to Comments A.2-28 September 2005 

 

Comment Response 
8 FAA notes the commenter’ suggestion that the two cemeteries be relocated 

to a new cemetery in the vicinity of Thorndale and Devon or that they be 
relocated to an existing cemetery.  The FAA notes that decisions related to 
the location of reinterment and payment of expenses are identified in the 
Memorandum of Agreement included as Appendix B of this Record of 
Decision.   
 

9 Comment noted. 
 

10 The FAA notes the commenter’s concern regarding the funding of the 
project.  The FAA directs the commenter to Section 1.7 of the Final EIS. 
 

11 Comment noted. 
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Response to Comments A.2-29 September 2005 

 

 
Comment Response 
12 Comment noted. 

 
13 The commenter’s suggestion that the project should be implemented in 

phases is noted.  In fact, the project is planned to be implemented in two 
main phases.  For further information on the phasing of the project, please 
see Section 5.20 of the EIS. 
 

14 Regarding job openings at the FAA, please see the following website: 
http://www.faa.gov/jobs/ 
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Response to Comments A.2-30 September 2005 

 

 
Comment Response 
1 The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. 
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Response to Comments A.2-31 September 2005 

 
Comment Response 
1 The FAA appreciates the commenter’s information regarding high-speed 

rail as an alternative to airport improvement projects.  The FAA carefully 
evaluated the use of other modes of transportation, including high-speed 
rail, as an alternative to O’Hare improvements.  However, this alternative 
did not meet the purpose and need.  For further information, please see 
Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2.2 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(Final EIS). 
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Response to Comments A.2-35 September 2005 
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Response to Comments A.2-37 September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-38 September 2005 

 
Comment Response 
1 The FAA appreciates the commenter’s information regarding high-speed 

rail as an alternative to airport improvement projects.  The FAA carefully 
evaluated the use of other modes of transportation, including high-speed 
rail, as an alternative to O’Hare improvements.  However, this alternative 
did not meet the purpose and need.  For further information, please see 
Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2.2 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(Final EIS). 
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Response to Comments A.2-42 September 2005 

 
Comment Response 
1 Comment noted. 

 
2 The FAA takes seriously the potential impacts related to homeowners and 

businesses in the proposed land acquisition areas and areas adjacent thereto.  
 
Any  acquisition by the City of Chicago requires full compliance with the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act 
(Uniform Act).  The Uniform Act is a Federal statute that regulates the 
acquisition and relocation process and protects the interests of residents and 
business owners affected by the potential acquisitions.  Owners, tenants, 
and businesses in the proposed acquisition areas would be relocated 
pursuant to both the Uniform Act and FAA’s Advisory Circular AC150/5100-
17, Land Acquisition and Relocation Assistance for Airport Improvement Program 
Assisted Projects.  In addition, the FAA is aware of the resident’s concerns 
that the sale price established for their existing property (fair market value) 
would be insufficient to provide for purchase of comparable property in a 
new location.  The Just Compensation clause of the Fifth Amendment to the 
United States Constitution along with provisions within the Uniform Act 
provide mechanisms to address these concerns. 
 
Also see topical response G-4 on page U.5-34 of Appendix U of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS). 
 

3 The Uniform Act ensures the homeowners both fair market value for their 
homes, relocation assistance up to $22,000. 
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Comment Response 
1 The commenter misinterpreted the FAA’s letter.  In point of fact, the letter 

states that the Notice of Availability of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (Final EIS) in the Federal Register would be published July 29, 
2005 and further stated that comments were due by September 6, 2005.     

The FAA notes that the commenter’s previous comments on the Draft EIS 
and FAA’s respective responses can be found in Sections U.7 and U.10 
beginning on pages U.7-19 and U.10-149 of the Final EIS. 
 

2 The FAA respectfully disagrees regarding the effect of the project on delays 
at O’Hare.  While delays are often weather-related, poor weather is not the 
sole contributor to delays at O’Hare.  Other factors that contribute to delays 
include activity levels, airline scheduling patterns, aircraft fleet mix, and 
airfield configuration.  The FAA responded to this same comment in the 
Final EIS, please see response C-2 on page U.5-15 of Appendix U of the Final 
EIS. 
 

3 The FAA responded to this same comment in the Final EIS, please see 
responses K-1 and K-2 beginning on page U.5-42 of Appendix U of the Final 
EIS. 
 

4 The FAA notes the commenter’s opinion regarding the relocation of a 
cemetery at O’Hare.  The FAA addresses issues regarding cemeteries in 
Section 11 of the Record of Decision. 
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Comment Response 
5 Comment noted. 

 
6 Comment noted. 

 
7 The commenter’s opinion is noted.  The FAA respectfully disagrees and 

considers public input as a vital component of how the Agency conducts its 
NEPA process and reaches decisions.  The FAA notes that only after 
providing an extensive public involvement process and thereafter giving 
careful consideration to all comments received on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) and Final EIS did the Agency reach its decision in 
this Record of Decision.  For further information on the FAA’s public 
involvement process see topical responses A-1 and A-3 on pages U.5-2 and 
U.5-4 of Appendix U, respectively.  In addition, see Section 8 of the Record 
of Decision. 
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Comment Response 
8 The commenter’s opinion is noted. 

 
9 The FAA respectfully disagrees with the comment that air traffic controller’s 

concerns have been ignored.  As noted in response to comment 3, the FAA 
responded to this comment in the Final EIS, please see responses K-1 and 
K-2 beginning on page U.5-42 of Appendix U of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comments A.2-46 September 2005 

 

 
Comment Response 
1 The FAA notes the commenter’s support for the project. 
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Comment Response 
1 FAA appreciates all the public comments and encourages public 

participation in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process.   The 
FAA takes seriously its responsibility to consider all comments on the EIS.    
This responsibility includes careful consideration of the comments, whether 
submitted as recorded testimony, letters, postcards, voice messages, emails, 
and faxes.  The comments are considered equally without regard to the 
format.  The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted.   
 
For further information on the FAA’s public involvement process see topical 
responses A-1 and A-3 on pages U.5-2 and U.5-4 of Appendix U of the Final 
EIS, respectively.  In addition, see Section 8 of the Record of Decision. 

2 The FAA notes the commenter’s concern regarding air pollution.  The 
potential air quality impacts were assessed as part of the EIS.  The 
assessment of potential air quality impacts of the proposed project can be 
found in Section 5.6 of the EIS.   

The FAA conducted a detailed surface transportation analysis for the area 
surrounding O’Hare, which included an analysis of existing and future 
traffic near the Irving Park Road/Route 83 intersection.  This analysis took 
into consideration any planned roadway improvement in the surrounding 
area for each future year of analysis.  It was determined that surface traffic 
congestion is already present in the area, and would worsen from current 
conditions, whether or not O’Hare is expanded.  However, in the cases 
where intersections and/or roadway segments were determined to be 
significantly impacted, the City of Chicago has committed to participate in 
cooperative planning with the entities having jurisdictional responsibilities 
for the impacted facilities to evaluate potential mitigation measures.  The 
FAA as a condition of approval of this Record of Decision (ROD) is requiring 
Chicago  to contribute a prorated share of the project-related mitigation 
costs, including for any environmental studies, if required (see Section 9.3 of 
the ROD).  Additionally, the air quality analysis completed for the EIS 
accounted for existing and future motor vehicle emissions.  Based on the 
results of the analysis, it was determined that the proposed projects would 
not cause or contribute to a violation of the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS).  More information with regard to air quality is 
provided in Section 9.4 of the ROD. 

3 The closure of Meigs Field is beyond the scope of this EIS.  However, the 
FAA did take legal action against the City of Chicago over the 2003 closure of 
Meigs Field.  The FAA is citing as part of its basis for action the agency's 
regulatory responsibility to preserve the national airspace system and ensure 
the traveling public with reasonable access to airports as the basis for its 
action.   On August 31, 2005, the FAA issued a final notice of proposed civil 
penalty for $33,000.  An FAA investigation into possible violations by the 
City of its federal grant assurances  and its airport sponsor obligations is 
currently underway. 
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Response to Comments A.2-48 September 2005 

 
Comment Response 
1 The FAA notes the commenter’s concern regarding air pollution and noise 

impact.  Both the potential noise and air quality impacts were assessed as 
part of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  The assessment of noise 
can be found in Section 5.1 of the Final EIS; the assessment of potential air 
quality impacts of the proposed project can be found in Section 5.6 of the 
Final EIS. 
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Comment Response 
1 Independent of this project, other airports may  have the need for capacity 

improvements.  However this would not be as a result of improvements to 
O’Hare as the commenter suggests.  In many cases, airports owners and 
sponsors have either begun planning capacity improvement or begun to 
construct improvements.     

Improvements at O’Hare would not worsen congestion in the National 
Airspace System, rather it would lessen it.  The proposed project removes 
airfield constraints at O’Hare by both reconfiguring and adding new 
runways thereby providing additional arrival capacity.  With this 
additional arrival capacity, the proposed project helps reduce the need for 
air traffic controllers to slow air traffic en route to O’Hare thus reducing en 
route airspace congestion. The proposed project  is not expected to result 
in the need for additional capacity at other airports. 
 

2 Runway construction at other airports and its associated cost is 
independent of this project and therefore outside the scope of the 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).   
 

3 The FAA addressed this comment in topical response K-2 beginning on 
page U.5-43 in Appendix U, Section U.5 of the Final EIS. 
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Comment Response 
1 The economic impact of potential O’Hare improvements was not a 

consideration in development of the purpose and need for this Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS).  However, Section 5.5 of the Final EIS identifies the 
potential socioeconomic impacts associated with the evaluated Alternatives.   

Additionally, the FAA did not utilize the City of Chicago job creation numbers 
(e.g. 195,000 jobs) cited by commenters in this analysis.  For the purpose of 
evaluating indirect economic impacts on the Chicago region, the FAA utilized 
a series of economic studies that were prepared by Hamilton Rabinovitz & 
Alschuler, Inc. (CCT).  These economic studies compared estimates of regional 
employment growth with Northeastern Illinois Planning Commission (NIPC) 
forecasts.  The FAA reviewed the studies and concurred with the general 
findings.      Each of the Build Alternatives would result in an increase in the 
economic activity associated with the Airport compared to the No Action 
alternative. The Build Alternatives under consideration (Alternatives C, D, and 
G) are estimated to result in an increase of 89,240 jobs, approximately 49,390 
more than Alternative A.  This does not include temporary jobs related to 
construction.  For more information please refer to Section 5.5 of the Final EIS. 

2 Any land acquisition by the City of Chicago related to O’Hare modernization 
requires full compliance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act (Uniform Act).  The Uniform Act is a Federal 
statute that regulates the acquisition and relocation process and protects the 
interests of residents and business owners affected by the potential 
acquisitions.  Owners, tenants, and businesses in the proposed acquisition 
areas would be relocated pursuant to both the Uniform Act and FAA’s 
Advisory Circular AC150/5100-17, Land Acquisition and Relocation Assistance for 
Airport Improvement Program Assisted Projects.   

The Uniform Act will be implemented by the City of Chicago’s O’Hare Land 
Acquisition Program with compliance assured by FAA.  These procedures are 
designed to ensure that relocated people and businesses will be treated fairly.  
If necessary, the Uniform Act requires provision of funds in excess of the fair 
market value of the acquisition property if and as necessary to acquire decent, 
safe, sanitary, and comparable replacement housing (including housing of last 
resort). 
 
In addition, the FAA is aware of the resident’s concerns that the sale price 
established for their existing property (fair market value) may be insufficient 
to provide for purchase of comparable property in a new location.  Provisions 
within the Uniform Act provide a mechanism to address these concern. 

3 Comment noted. 
4  The FAA evaluated the use of other modes of travel or communication, 

including telecommunications, as an alternative to O’Hare development.  
However, this alternative did not meet the purpose and need.  For further 
information, please see Section 3.2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 
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Comment Response 
5 In response to comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

(EIS), FAA has reviewed additional cost-related information applicable 
to the project. For purposes of this review under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the FAA has concluded that the 
estimated costs of the project are reasonable.  FAA has also concluded 
that it is reasonable to assume that, based upon the impact O’Hare has 
on the Chicago region, as well as the National Airspace System (NAS), 
and the benefits to the regional economy, there will be sufficient funds to 
complete the proposal.   In addition, FAA believes that with a project of 
this magnitude and importance, the availability of projected funding 
sources is sufficiently reasonable and capable of being obtained.  
Accordingly, the FAA has decided it is both appropriate and necessary 
under NEPA to subject the Sponsor’s full build proposal and alternatives 
thereto to this environmental analysis because the entirety of the 
proposed action is reasonably foreseeable.  This determination is made 
without prejudice to evaluation of the City’s pending Letter of Intent 
request, which is a separate process from this environmental analysis.    

For more detail in regard to FAA’s careful consideration of this issue, 
please see Chapter 1, Section 1.7 of the Final EIS. 
 

6 The commenter’s position related to US government debt, State of 
Illinois debt and prioritization of government spending is noted.  For 
more detail in regard to FAA’s careful consideration of this issue, please 
see Chapter 1, Section 1.7 of the Final EIS. 
 

7 The commenter’s opinion is noted.  The FAA notes that impacts to the 
cemeteries, air quality, and historic buildings are of concern to the 
Agency.  These impacts were evaluated in detail in the Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS).  For further information regarding FAA’s careful 
consideration of these issues see: Sections 5.6 and 5.9 of the Final EIS.  
For further information regarding St. Johannes and Rest Haven 
Cemeteries see Section 11 of this Record of Decision. 
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Comment Response 
1 The commenter’s support for the project is noted. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA acknowledges the Civic Committee of the Commercial Club of 

Chicago’s (Civic Committee) comments regarding the financial feasibility 
information presented within the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) as well as their overall support for O’Hare modernization.  The FAA 
also notes the Civic Committee’s statement that, “the FAA and its 
independent consultants have conducted a thorough and professional 
analysis of the financial feasibility of O’Hare modernization.” 
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Comment Response 
1 See response to this comment on page A.2-54. 
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Comment Response 
1 The Village’s concern about possible impacts that would result from the 

increase in flights with the proposed O’Hare Modernization Program (OMP) 
is noted. 
 

2 Mitigation for potential noise impacts is discussed in Section 9.1 of the 
Record of Decision (ROD). 
 

3 The Village’s comments regarding noise are noted.    See Section 5.1 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS) for the noise contours and 
Section 9.1 of the ROD for the noise related mitigation commitments. 

The City of Chicago has committed to continue the existing Fly Quiet 
Program, which is in effect during nighttime hours (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM), 
throughout the duration of the OMP, except as affected by runway 
decommissioning.  If modification to the Fly Quiet Program is needed in the 
future, it will be completed by the O’Hare Noise Compatibility Commission 
(ONCC), of which the Village of Arlington Heights is a member, in 
consultation with the FAA and the City of Chicago. 
 

4 The Village’s concern that the Final EIS did not mention increased funding 
for the development of quieter airplane engines is acknowledged.  It should 
be noted that the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) adopted 
a Stage 4 noise standard, which goes into effect in 2006, which requires 
newly manufactured aircraft to be at least 10 decibels quieter than Stage 3 
aircraft.  Additionally, the FAA will continue to support ONCC efforts to 
work further with the airlines in an effort to continually develop improved 
noise standards. 

The Village’s concern that the Final EIS did not mention 
funding/development of flight track adherence programs is noted.  The FAA 
supports the use of noise abatement technologies, such as Global Positioning 
System (GPS) technologies, to better adhere to noise abatement flight tracks.  
The FAA will continue to support airline’s decisions to develop these 
measures, and work with the ONCC to oversee noise mitigation efforts 
around O’Hare. 

5 The FAA appreciates the Village of Arlington Heights comments on the 
Final EIS, Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation, and the General Conformity 
Determination. 
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Comment Response 
1 Comment noted. The commenter’s home is located outside of the 65 (Day 

Night Sound Level) DNL contour currently and is projected to remain 
outside the 65 DNL contour in the build out +5 year.  Please see Section 5.1 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS) for further 
information on the noise assessment, including presentation of the contours 
for each year of analysis.  Also, see Section 9.1 of the Record of Decision.  
Finally, the FAA has presented the flight tracks in Appendix F, Attachment 
F-2 of the Final EIS. 
 

2 The data illustrated in Exhibits 5.6-1 and 5.6-2 are representative of the 
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency’s (IEPA) 1990 base year and 2007 
projected year estimates of volatile organic compounds and nitrogen oxides 
emissions for aircraft and ground service equipment at all airports within 
the Chicago non-attainment area (Cook, DuPage, Grundy (Aux Sable and 
Gooselake Townships), Kane, Kendall (Oswego Township), Lake, McHenry, 
and Will counties).   These airports include O’Hare International, Chicago 
Midway, Lansing Municipal, and Palwaukee Municipal in Cook County, the 
Schaumburg Regional and DuPage airports in DuPage County, and the 
Clow International, Joliet Regional, and Sanger airports in Will County.  
Notably, when the IEPA prepares their projected source estimates, they use 
rather conservative methods to do so.  
 
As shown in Table 5.6-8 (Emissions Inventory (2002)) and Table 5.6-20 
(Emission Inventories – Build Out + 5), emissions of carbon monoxide, 
volatile organic compounds, and particulate matter resulting from O’Hare 
International-related activities are estimated to be less in 2018/2019 than 
existing levels with the improvements at the Airport while emissions of 
nitrogen oxides and sulfur oxides are estimated to increase (at the most 
approximately 2 and 0.4 tons per day).  Additionally, as shown in Table I-61 
(Summary of HAP Emissions – Delayed Schedule) future levels of HAPs 
(hazardous air pollutants) are predicted to be less with the improvements 
(at a minimum 36 percent less) than existing levels.  HAPs are gaseous 
organic and inorganic chemicals and particulate matter that are either 
known or suspected to cause cancer (to be carcinogenic) or known or 
suspected to cause other serious health effects (non-carcinogenic).  Finally, 
FAA notes that there will be no exceedances of the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards for any of the pollutants evaluated. 
 

3 The commenter is referred to topical responses K-1 and K-2 beginning on 
page U.5-42 of Appendix U of the Final EIS. 
 

4 For information regarding St. Johannes and Rest Haven cemeteries see 
Section 11 of this Record of Decision. 
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Comment Response 
1 The commenter’s opinion is noted.  FAA appreciates all the public 

comments and encourages public participation in the Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) process. The FAA takes seriously its responsibility to 
consider all comments on the Draft EIS.  This responsibility includes careful 
consideration of the comments, whether submitted as recorded testimony, 
letters, postcards, voice messages, emails, and faxes. 
  
In response to commenters’ expressed concerns that the FAA not “rubber 
stamp” the project, the FAA would never compromise the integrity of its 
review or decision-making process to “rubber stamp” any proposal. The 
FAA’s careful and thorough decision-making process has been publicly 
documented and disseminated.  
 
Chapter 5 of the EIS discloses the potential environmental impacts resulting 
from the alternatives considered.  Some of the sections that may be of 
particular interest to the commenters include: 1) Section 5.1, Noise, 2) 
Section 5.4, Social Impacts, and 3)Section 5.6, Air Quality. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA notes the commenter’s opposition to the project.  In addition, the 

FAA did evaluate the project’s financial feasibility as well as the effect of the 
loss of a hubbing carrier at O’Hare, see Section 1.7 and Appendix R of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS).  FAA also documented 
and disclosed the impacts due to land acquisition of both homes and 
businesses in Section 5.4.  Finally, the FAA also evaluated the use of other 
airports, including Gary/Chicago International Airport, as an alternative to 
O’Hare improvements, however, this alternative did not meet the purposed 
and need, see Chapter 3.  
 
Regarding air traffic controller workload, the FAA would not operate any 
alternative in such a way that safety would be impaired. Safety has been a 
key consideration in the development of all the alternatives and in defining 
how they would be operated. FAA is actively reviewing potential staffing 
needs and will budget for them accordingly. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s opinion of the 

completeness of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) analysis. 
2 The FAA widely distributed the Draft and Final EIS to 33 local libraries, 

including Franklin Park and Elmhurst.  In addition, the FAA posted both 
the Draft EIS, Final EIS and reference documentation to the world wide 
web site, http://www.agl.faa.gov/OMP/.  Finally, the FAA notes that the 
“full documentation” referred to by the commenter was distributed to five 
local libraries including Bensenville’s location.   
 

3 The FAA sent a letter to Mr. Blomberg on September 15, 2005 stating,  
“we must respectfully deny your request for an Final EIS comment period 
extension.” 
 

4 The FAA recognizes the importance of fleet mix assumptions in the 
evaluation of an airport improvement such as the one contemplated 
within the EIS.  In fact, the FAA presents the detailed fleet mix 
assumptions in Appendix B of the EIS.  The FAA also acknowledges the 
differences between aircraft such as the Airbus A320 and Boeing 747 in 
terms of operational performance and airfield requirements.  The 
simulation modeling, documented in Appendix D of the EIS, conducted 
for the environmental analysis carefully considers the dynamic fleet mix 
employed by the users at O’Hare and accounts for the associated variable 
airfield requirements.  Table R-2 referred to by the commenter is simply 
presenting an FAA definition of “air carrier” aircraft that generally 
includes aircraft that have more than 60 seats. 
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Comment Response 
5 The Airport Layout Plan and supporting documentation within the Master 

Plan document that the proposed runway lateral separation distances 
comply with applicable FAA design criteria to ensure safe operations.  
Current FAA directives (FAA Order 7110.65 and supplements) include 
provisions for operations on runways with the proposed spacing, and these 
were utilized in developing the planned operation.  The procedures 
developed are fully compliant with these directives and are effectively 
utilized today at O’Hare.  The spacing between runways depends on a 
number of factors, most importantly the intended use of the runway in the 
airfield.  For example, the 4300 foot distance between proposed Runway 
10R-28L and Runway 10L-28R allows simultaneous dual precision 
approaches.  In other words, if the runways were closer together and the 
airfield was operating in adverse weather conditions requiring instrument 
flight rules, the two runways could not accommodate concurrent landings 
on the runways, in effect closing one of the runways. 
 

6 Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 
1 Commenter’s opinion is noted. 

 
2 Comment noted. 

 
3 In Section 4.3.1 of the Master Plan, the City of Chicago inventoried the 

existing cargo facilities and projected facility requirements based on cargo 
forecasts and interviews with the larger cargo carriers.  The results of this 
study indicate that the Cargo would require an additional 55 acres which 
the City has identified on their Airport Layout Plan.  In addition, the City of 
Chicago has indicated that a more detailed cargo area planning study will 
be conducted in later planning phases.  The FAA would hope that the 
Chicago Area Cargo Managers Association would request to work with the 
City of Chicago through out their additional analyses. 
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Comment Response 
4 The proposed design of the cargo area has been reviewed by the FAA and 

conforms to all safety requirements.  As mentioned in response to comment 
3 above, the City of Chicago has indicated that a more detailed cargo area 
planning study will be conducted in later planning phases.  Actual layout of 
the cargo area including the exact placement of cargo building within the 
cargo apron will be determined during the period keeping in mind to design 
the facilities in the most efficient manner. 
 

5 The FAA is confident that the final design of the cargo area will be 
accomplished in a manner that will preserve Rest Haven Cemetery while 
also permitting air cargo operations to be conducted efficiently. 
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Comment Response 
6 The FAA respectfully disagrees with the comment.  The FAA’s land use 

compatibility guidelines use the noise metric of Day Night Noise Level 
(DNL).  The baseline noise levels for Rest Haven cemetery are 65.6 DNL and 
would be 71.2 DNL with the FAA’s selected alternative.  The FAA’s Part 150 
Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for cemeteries is 85 DNL.  Also, if 
determined necessary by the FAA, there may be blast fences to the north, 
east, and west of Rest Haven which could further reduce the effect of noise 
from ground movements of aircraft in the cargo area.  In addition, there 
must be a minimum of 117 feet of distance from the aircraft movement area 
to either the security fence around the cemetery or the potential blast fences, 
which ever is closer to the aircraft movement area.   
 

7 As noted in the response above, if determined necessary by the FAA, there 
may be blast fences to the north, east, and west of Rest Haven which could 
further reduce the effect of jet blast and noise from ground movements of 
aircraft in the cargo area.  The blast fences would be a minimum of 8 feet 
high, with a potential maximum of 22 feet high. 
 

8 The air carriers are responsible for the materials they carry, hazardous or 
not.  The City of Chicago Fire Department is responsible for notifying 
neighboring public and private property owners if hazardous materials 
threaten the health and safety of individuals or property outside of the 
airport’s boundary. 
 

9 The City of Chicago will install a security fence, meeting Transportation 
Security Administration (TSA) security requirements for airports, to 
surround the cemetery property.  The FAA notes that the St. Johannes 
Cemetery is currently located on a “peninsula” within the AOA. 
 

10 See response to comment 9 above. 
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Comment Response 
11 The trees currently surrounding Rest Haven Cemetery will be removed with 

the FAA’s selected alternative.  See also response to comment 9 above. 
 

12 See response to comment 5 above. 
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Comment Response 
12 See response to comment 5 above. 

 
13 The FAA respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s opinion.  The FAA 

has evaluated the feasibility of retaining Rest Haven cemetery in its present 
location and determined it would not impair the safety or efficiency of the 
operation. 
 

14 Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA disagrees with the commenter’s characterization of the FAA’s 

evaluation.  The FAA has provided detailed responses to each of the 
following sections of this filing by the commenter which outline the basis for 
FAA’s disagreement. 

The FAA addressed the commenter’s request for extension in a letter to Mr. 
Joseph Karaganis dated August 26, 2005.  The letter outlined the rationale 
for the denial of the request for extension; the letter also stated, “[the 
Agency] will, however, review and respond to comments received after the 
close of the comment period, to the extent practicable, before issuance of our 
Record of Decision.”  

With regard to FOIA, the FAA directs the commenter to Section 8.1 of the 
Record of Decision. 
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Comment Response 
2 The FAA rejects the commenter’s contention that harm as described in their 

document has yet to be identified or considered.  The Final EIS is replete 
with a comprehensive analysis of environmental and other impacts 
associated with the OMP.  This process is intended to fully satisfy all of the 
FAA’s obligations associated with this project, including the FAA finding 
that of eligibility for federal grant-in-aid funds and or PFC.   

It is not the Agency’s intention to replicate these analyses as part of any 
funding decisions that may follow shortly after this Record of Decision.  The 
FAA directs the commenter to Section 10.1.1 of the Record of Decision for 
FAA’s consideration of these issues. 
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Comment Response 
3 The EIS is a public document, a draft report from the Department of 

Transportation Office of Inspector General was not public at that time.  The 
FAA did not mention the Draft report in the Final EIS, because it believed it 
would be inappropriate to discuss a government document not yet made 
public.   

With regard to the comments 3A-3D, the FAA directs the commenter to the 
responses the Campbell affidavit filed as an attachment to this document, 
beginning on page A.2-101 of this Appendix A.  In addition, the FAA 
respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that FAA has made an 
“unsupported assumption” regarding the financing plan for the OMP.  The 
Final EIS and the administrative record accurately document the agency’s 
thorough consideration of the financial feasibility of the full-build OMP in 
the satisfaction of its environmental obligations.  
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Comment Response 
4 The FAA disagrees with the commenter regarding the funding of Phase I 

and the full build OMP.  The FAA addresses these issues in Section 1.7 of 
the Final EIS. 

A.  Section 10.1.1 of this ROD describes the general parameters of 
 inquiry for FAA approval to amend an ALP.  This Section also 
 describes the delineation in analysis and authorization between 
 those matters considered in the ALP process and those that are 
 more appropriately addressed in reviewing an application for 
 funding under the Airport and Airway Improvement Act.  To the 
 extent that the issues raised by this comment have implications 
 for the adequacy of the FAA’s environmental analysis, we refer 
 the commenter to the following documents: Section 1.7 of the 
 Final EIS, Appendix U of the Final EIS where these very issues 
 were raised and responded to in considerable detail and 
 elsewhere in this Appendix A of this ROD where the FAA has 
 further analyzed some of these contentions.  In particular in 
 response to comments on the Final EIS, the Agency has conducted 
 a sensitivity assessment of the City’s financing plan.  This 
 sensitivity assessment examined a number of mechanisms the 
 City could employ should part of the funding for the project not 
 be implemented as planned.  These mechanisms include deferral 
 of improvements, use of contingency, increased debt issuance, 
 and short-term borrowing.  The sensitivity analysis evaluated 
 what-if scenarios, such as the $300 million LOI being unavailable 
 or disapproved, reduction in airline traffic with the loss of a major 
 carrier at O’Hare, and the possibility that the authorized level of 
 PFC collection is static.  The sensitivity assessment demonstrated 
 that changes in cost per enplaned passenger resulting from the 
 use of these mechanisms would not be substantial and in some 
 instances could be offset by cost benefits from the  project’s 
 implementation.     

B. The cost of the Lima Lima taxiway was included in the City’s 
financing plan.  Recent correspondence with the City of Chicago 
has confirmed the City’s intention to construct Taxiway Lima 
Lima according to the proposed phasing plan utilized for the EIS.  
In addition, the City of Chicago’s Airport Layout Plan submitted 
in September 2005 for approval contains Taxiway Lima Lima on 
the Phase I drawing and the future full-build drawing.   

C.  The FAA will comply with applicable statutes governing PFC 
approval or authorization of AIP grants.   
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Comment Response 
5 The FAA respectfully disagrees.  The commenter is directed to Section 10.1.2 

of this ROD where the various planning horizons are discussed and placed 
in their proper perspectives. 

The FAA acknowledges that at some point beyond the “reasonably 
foreseeable” future O’Hare, even after improvements, could return to high 
levels of delay.  However, this possibility does not negate the benefits that 
the OMP will produce.  The OMP airfield will serve an additional 220,000 
operations per year at a level of delay that is a fraction (~6 minutes per 
operation) of that experienced by the airport today (~17 minutes per 
operation).  Finally, the FAA notes that the financial analysis, conducted as 
part of the Agency’s review of the LOI request, will utilize the longer time 
period as required to evaluate the OMP from a benefit-cost perspective. 
 

 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-81 September 2005 

Comment Response 
6 FAA acknowledges that the 2003 TAF was issued in February 2004, about 

one year before the DEIS was issued in January 2005.   However, the work 
necessary to produce a DEIS in January 2005 was initiated before the 2003 
TAF was available.  Analytical work on airline flight schedules and other 
derivative forecasts required to complete the complex technical analyses 
reported in the DEIS were initiated in early 2003, and continued through the 
end of 2004.  FAA determined that “re-starting” such analyses after 
publication of the 2003 TAF, which occurred in the middle of such detailed 
technical analyses, would significantly delay the completion of such 
analyses and the resulting DEIS.  For a project of OMP’s magnitude and 
complexity, the comprehensive analyses required by the FAA necessitated 
more than one year of analysis.  FAA determined that it would be 
appropriate to conduct sensitivity analysis of any new forecasts produced 
during the course of the EIS analysis.  This is fully explained in the Final EIS 
(including the letter from FAA approving the use of the 2002 TAF and the 
requirement to conduct sensitivity analysis on subsequent TAF results), and 
the sensitivity analysis is documented in Appendix R of the Final EIS.  In 
addition, please see Section 4 of the ROD. 

FAA believes that the commenter may have the facts somewhat confused.  
FAA has not attempted to validate the use of the 2003 TAF, but has instead 
validated the use of the 2002 TAF.  The remainder of this response is 
prepared assuming that the commenter meant to refer to validation of the 
2002 TAF. 
 
FAA has addressed the significance of potential new forecasts—including 
the 2003 TAF and the 2004 TAF—in Appendix R of the Final EIS.  FAA has 
acknowledged that future conditions may be different from those 
represented by the 2002 TAF, and this is the reason for including Appendix 
R in the Final EIS. 
 
The FAA respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that 
additional taxitimes were not considered.  The FAA, in their comprehensive 
TAAM analysis, included all aircraft movements: both on the airfield and in 
the airspace.  Published results of the TAAM modeling showed the 
unimpeded travel times for each configuration modeled as well as the 
annual average for each alternative.  The travel times were also included in 
the evaluation of the environmental impacts including air quality (time in 
mode) and noise impacts (day/night distribution) for all configuration in all 
alternatives modeled.  
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Comment Response 
7 The FAA has addressed Campbell-Hill’s comment regarding practical 

capacity in their April 6, 2005 submittal, please see response to comments 
44-47 beginning on page U.4-528 in Appendix U of the Final EIS. 
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Comment Response 
8 The commenter suggests that the 2004 TAF should be “corrected” in 

accordance with assumptions developed by the commenter’s consultant, 
Campbell-Hill.  FAA has separately responded to this assertion, and on the 
basis of this response, does not agree with the commenter.  Please see 
response to comments 75-81 of the Campbell affidavit, beginning on page 
A.2-101 of this Appendix A.  
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Comment Response 
9 The FAA disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that FAA utilized the 

wrong base case for the EIS.  The extensive environmental analysis began in 
2002 and therefore 2002 was used as the base case; this is standard practice 
for evaluating alternatives in an environmental impact statement. 

In addition, the imposition of the 2004 scheduling order represents, as stated 
in that order, an interim solution to a long term problem of delay.  As a 
temporary situation it would have been inappropriate to rely on such an 
artificially constrained environment for a base case.  Moreover, the 
commenter is simply wrong in suggesting that as a result of using the 2002 
TAF as the base case for its conclusions that delay is overstated.  With the 
scheduling order in place for 11 months of the year, ASPM data for calendar 
year 2004 revealed an average annual delay of approximately 18 minutes 
per operation and 990,000 operations.  In contrast, the 2002 EIS base case 
reflected some 16,000 fewer operations.  Therefore, were the FAA to model 
the No Action Alternative using the higher level of operations that are 
permitted under the current scheduling order (990,000 operations), then the 
EIS base case (974,000 operations) as the commenter is suggesting, the levels 
of delay projected by the simulation modeling would likely be even higher.  
This would naturally result in a greater difference between the average 
annual delay of the No Action Alternative and the OMP. 
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Comment Response 
10 With regard to FOIA, the FAA directs the commenter to Section 8.1 of the 

Record of Decision. 

The FAA rejects the commenter’s assertion that the Agency has hidden or 
ignored ASV and other delay information in considering the OMP.  The 
FAA notes that the ASV calculations done as part of the Appendix C of the 
Final EIS did not include an assessment of the performance of ORD 
improvements.  The FAA did not rely on ASV calculations for O’Hare in the 
development of the EIS. 

With regard to the MITRE analyses cited by the commenter, the FAA did 
not utilize this information in the development of the EIS because the 
TAAM analysis provides a more comprehensive assessment of alternatives 
from an operational perspective. 

The FAA and TPC participated in an intensive, nine month review process 
during this simulation effort.  The objective of this process was to ensure 
that TAAM input assumptions, modeling methodologies, and output data 
conformed to industry best modeling practices and accurately reflected air 
traffic control rules and procedures.  In total, the FAA invested over 2,000 
hours reviewing assumptions, draft results, animations, and final results.  
The FAA review was conducted by an Air Traffic Work Group consisting of: 
FAA Management and National Air Traffic Controller Association 
(NATCA) representatives from O’Hare Tower, the Chicago Terminal Radar 
Approach Control Facility (TRACON), and the Chicago Center (ZAU); FAA 
Airports Division; and the FAA’s TPC.     
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Comment Response 
11 The FAA’s rationale for declining to model the 2003 TAF is not based upon 

an evaluation of the time it would take.  The FAA does not need to rerun 
models to make professional analytical judgments regarding the effects of 
an alternative level of activity within a reasonable range such as the 2003 
TAF.  The FAA has held consistently that as more recent TAFs were made 
available the FAA would reexamine the appropriateness of the use of the 
2002 TAF.  Appendix R of the Final EIS is an example of the work conducted 
in such an examination.  The range of activity presented in Appendix R 
encompasses the levels of activity presented in the 2003 and 2004 TAF.   

The FAA disagrees with the estimate of time required to conduct a thorough 
and complete modeling evaluation for the purposes of the EIS.  The 
commenter’s time estimate largely deals with the actual time to run the 
model and not the additional work necessary to validate and interpret the 
results for their subsequent use.  The commenter is neglecting a number of 
factors in the estimating the amount of time necessary for an adequate 
modeling assessment.  For further information regarding the time required 
for modeling, please see the response to the Le affidavit, beginning on page 
A.2-98. 
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Comment Response 
12 The FAA disagrees with the basis for the comment that the “FAA Produces 

Erroneous Claims of Delay Savings.”  As stated in response to comment 9, 
FAA disagrees with the commenter regarding the use of the base case.   

With regard to the level of delay associated with a higher level of activity, 
the FAA notes that it is not unaware that this would result in a higher level 
of annual average delay.  This possibility of a higher level of activity serves 
to bolster the need for improvements as included in the selected alternative. 

With regard to the “taxi time penalty,” the FAA refers the commenter to 
response to comment 6 of this document.     
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Comment Response 
13 The FAA included a detailed examination of blended alternatives, along with 

the use of congestion management, is discussed in the Final EIS at Chapter 3 
and in this ROD at Section 6.  Further, the FAA rejects the commenter’s 
assertion that O’Hare delay will reach some 21.5 minutes at ten years beyond 
the full build out of the OMP.  Delay projections do not include unimpeded taxi 
time as was improperly included in the commenter’s table at page 20 of its 
submission, see response to comment 6. 

Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the FAA does not believe that its action 
in this matter is in any way inconsistent with how it has treated proposed 
improvement projects at other airports or earlier in the history of O’Hare.  The 
1984 decision of the FAA identified by the commenter expressly approved an 
improvement project for that planning horizon which reflected both the goals 
of the City of Chicago and its airport master plan then in effect.  In essence, the 
FAA approved 1984 O’Hare planned improvements, limited as they were, with 
the same degree of deference to the sponsor that it exhibited in approving the 
recent proposals for improvements at LAX and Boston Logan. 

The FAA’s consideration of proposed improvements or techniques to address 
delays at those airports where airport capacity improvements are practically 
infeasible, such as LaGuardia, Washington-National, and Midway, will be 
substantially different from situations where the airport sponsor has the 
capacity and interest in improving its facility and contributing to overall 
enhancement of the National Airspace System. 

The commenter’s reliance upon our recent decisions approving improvements 
at LAX and Boston Logan as evidence that we have approved or implemented 
blended airport alternatives is misplaced.  The alternative selected by the FAA 
for approval in the LAX ROD did not include either congestion management or 
use of other airports.  The FAA’s ROD approving Runway 14/32 at Boston 
Logan did not independently impose demand management through grant 
requirements, but rather referred to the requirement that the State in certifying 
approval of the project under the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act 
imposed upon the Massachusetts Port Authority to implement demand 
management.  The FAA’s ROD for Boston Logan also established a timeline for 
fulfilling this commitment by directing Massport to develop and submit a 
detailed plan or draft proposal for peak period pricing, or other comparable 
demand management program, before commencing construction of Runway 
14/32.  The alternative that the FAA selected in the LAX ROD did not include 
congestion management or use of other airports although the airport sponsor 
hopes that physical constraints will encourage airlines to shift service to other 
regional airports. 
 
The FAA has responded to the Fleming affidavit separately beginning on page 
A.2-170 of this appendix. 
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Comment Response 
14 The FAA disagrees that the Final General Conformity Determination is 

inadequate for any of the reasons set forth in the Community and Religious 
Objectors’ Comments on and Objections to the Draft General Conformity 
Determination for the O’Hare Modernization Program, submitted on June 
20, 2005, and supplemented on June 24, 2005.  Under the applicable 
conformity regulations, several acceptable approaches are set forth. In 
consultation with both IEPA and USEPA,  FAA implemented one such 
acceptable conformity demonstration approach as shown in the Final EIS 
and its associated General Conformity Determination for O’Hare 
Modernization. 
 
As noted in the Appendix J of the Final EIS, USEPA recognized that 
emissions associated with airport-related development are not typically 
specifically identified or accounted for in SIPS.  Joint guidance from USEPA 
and FAA (General Conformity Guidance for Airports Questions and Answers 17, 
21 and 22, September 25, 2002) states that if the airport emissions are not 
readily identifiable in a SIP inventory, that the State should be consulted to 
determine what, if any, portion of a category could or would be allocated to 
an airport.  Such a determination is done on a case-by-case basis with input 
from the State/local air quality agency and the USEPA regional office. 
 
As stated in the IEPA’s letter “The Illinois IEPA worked with the FAA in the 
preparation of the General Conformity Determination, providing 
information on the level of VOC and NOx emissions incorporated into the 
SIP for O’Hare aircraft, aircraft refueling, and ground service equipment 
operations, as well as regional construction equipment and motor vehicle 
emissions.  Comparing the level of emissions projected for the construction 
and operation of the O’Hare Modernization Program in the General 
Conformity Determination for the necessary analysis requirements, the 
Illinois EPA concurs that such emissions are accounted for within the 1-hour 
Attainment Demonstration SIP for the Chicago region.”  FAA made its 
conformity determination based on consultation with the appropriate state 
and federal agencies; therefore, no further documentation is required. 
 

 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-92 September 2005 

Comment Response 
15 The FAA respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that indirect 

emissions were not assessed in the EIS.  The FAA’s Final EIS properly 
relied upon the estimated increase in emissions from electrical production 
in the 1 hour Ozone Attainment Demonstration State Implementation Plan 
to account for the anticipated increase in emissions by the power plant at 
O’Hare that would be attributable to the proposed improvements.  It was 
not necessary to quantitatively estimate these indirect emissions where, as 
here, as here, the IEPA supported the FAA’s determination that the projects 
conforms because project-related emissions are accounted for in the SIP 
within the meaning of 40 C.F.R. 93.158(a)(5)(i)(A).  As the FAA determined 
that a general conformity evaluation and determination were required for 
these pollutants, the provisions in FAA Order 1050.1E Appendix A, 
paragraph 2.1o, cited by the commenter, are inapplicable.  These provisions 
apply in determining whether emission threshold levels are exceeded so 
that a conformity evaluation is required.  The commentor’s reliance upon 
the LAX Final EIS is misplaced. The commenter is correct that the potential 
increase in indirect emissions that would be caused by electrical 
generation associated with the proposed LAX improvements were 
quantified as part of that EIS.  However, the projected increase in indirect 
emissions attributable to power plants was so small that these emissions 
were not considered in analyzing potential air quality impacts in the Final 
EIS for LAX. 
 
Specifically, as stated in Appendix U of Final EIS (page U.4-473) in response 
to this comment, the air quality analysis assumed that there would be an 
increase in emissions associated with the power plant at O’Hare with the 
proposed improvements.  In addition, the IEPA accounts for the growth in 
emissions from the commenter’s identified indirect source, electrical 
production, within the non-attainment area in their State Implementation 
Plans (SIPs).  As a result of this air quality analysis, NEPA’s command to 
identify indirect impacts (here, air quality) has been satisfied.  By 
virtue of the inclusion of these indirect impacts in the SIP, NEPA’s duty 
to identify the environmental consequences of such impacts has also been 
fulfilled. 
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Comment Response 
16 The FAA directs the commenter to Section 9.3 of the ROD regarding HAP 

issues. 
 

17 FAA respectfully disagrees with the commenters’ assertions that the FAA’s 
analysis does not meet the requirements of 49 U.S.C. 303 (c)(1).  FAA further 
disagrees with the commenters’ statement that “FAA’s legal interpretation 
of Section 4(f) is untenable.”  FAA’s evaluation of alternatives as presented 
in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS makes it clear which alternatives can satisfy the 
purpose and need.   

Based on comments previously submitted on the Draft EIS and on the Draft 
Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation, FAA conducted a thorough analysis of 
derivatives as presented in Section 3.6 of the Final EIS.  In addition, FAA has 
thoroughly considered and responded to additional comments on the Final 
EIS in this ROD (e.g. Fleming affidavit, Campbell affidavit).  Based upon all 
the information developed and reviewed by FAA, including the comments 
received on the Section 4(f)/6(f) process, the FAA believes that this ROD 
satisfies the requirements of Section 4(f)/6(f).   
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Comment Response 
18 The FAA respectfully disagrees.  Numerous opportunities for comments on 

Section 106 and Section 4(f)/6(f) resources were afforded, and numerous 
comments were received.  The FAA has completed the consultation process 
under Section 106 with the signing of the MOA by the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, State Historical Preservation Office, FAA, and City of 
Chicago.   

Despite the fact that the Section 106 consultation process was concluded 
after the Final Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation, the FAA fully satisfied the 
requirements of these statutes.  With respect to historic preservation 
concerns, the FAA identified the properties that might be potentially 
affected in the Draft EIS and included early concepts for potential mitigation 
in the Draft Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation.  It is clear from both the text of the 
Draft EIS and Draft Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation, the public comments 
thereon, and the Final EIS that there has been a vigorous discussion and 
analysis of Section 4(f)/6(f) and Section 106 resources.  Although there are 
occasions when the NEPA/EIS and Section 4(f)/6(f) and Section 106 proceed 
simultaneously, there is no requirement in any of those statutes that 
simultaneous consideration is the only acceptable means of satisfying these 
several requirements.  Here, the FAA urged the inclusion of several 
potentially eligible properties in order to afford them the formal protections 
of Section 106.  Had the FAA been less proactive in seeking to expand the 
scope of the duties under this Act it might have concluded these processes 
earlier.  In any event, the Agency believes it has fully satisfied all applicable 
requirements. 

Indeed, in an August 30, 2005 consultation meeting with the SHPO, FAA, 
the City of Chicago, and Consulting Parties (Village of Bensenville, Elk 
Grove Village, St. John’s Church of Christ, and the Rest Haven Cemetery 
Association), the Director of Federal Programs of the Advisory Council, 
recognized that there are circumstances when adverse effects on protected 
properties cannot be avoided.  In those cases, the Director recognized that 
the appropriate step is to minimize if possible and then mitigate those 
adverse effects.  The Director reminded those in attendance at the meeting 
of the limited scope of the Section 106 consultation process.  This includes 
taking into account effects to historic properties and affording the Council 
an opportunity to comment.  Adoption of a Memorandum of Agreement 
signifies completion of the process and compliance with the statute (see 
transcript of consultation meeting for resolution of adverse effects 8/30/2005 
pages 128-131). 

The Section 4(f) and Section 106 processes have been completed with the 
signing of the MOA and issuance of this ROD.   
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Comment Response 
19 The Final EIS at Section 5.22 presented the FAA’s proposed findings with 

respect to issues arising under the First Amendment and RFRA.  The 
Agency invited public comment on those tentative findings.  After careful 
consideration of those comments, the FAA has made its final determinations 
under these measures in of Section 12 of this ROD.  These determinations 
are fully responsive to the comments presented here. 

 
20 The FAA respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that the 

Final EIS is legally defective.  The FAA has carefully considered the 
comments provided and does not find the arguments raised by the 
commenter persuasive as outlined throughout the FAA’s responses. 
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Comment Response 
Attachment 1 
to Karaganis-Cohn 

The FAA’s response to Mr. Le’s affidavit appears immediately 
following the last page of the affidavit. 
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FA
A

 Response to Le A
ffidavit: 

The FA
A

 disagrees w
ith the estim

ate of tim
e required to conduct a thorough and com

plete m
odeling 

evaluation for the purposes of the Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent (EIS).  The com

m
enter’s tim

e 
estim

ate largely deals w
ith the actual tim

e to run the m
odel and not the additional w

ork necessary 
to validate and interpret the results for their subsequent use.  In the estim

ating the am
ount of tim

e 
necessary to conduct the entire m

odeling and evaluation assignm
ent, as perform

ed by FA
A

, the 
com

m
enter has neglected the follow

ing factors: 

• 
the w

ork involved in the m
odification of the derivative flight schedules currently based 

on the 2002 TA
F to incorporate accurately the levels of activity associated w

ith the 2003 or 
2004 TA

Fs; 

• 
the balancing of airfield and the gating of the m

odified flight schedules; 

• 
coordination am

ong the parties involved including the m
odelers, FA

A
 review

ers, and 
m

ost im
portantly the air traffic controllers; 

• 
the tim

e to conduct an iteration follow
ing the review

 by FA
A

, its contractor, and the air 
traffic controllers; 

• 
the tim

e associated w
ith gaining FA

A
, including air traffic controller, concurrence w

ith 
the sim

ulation follow
ing the first iteration; 

• 
the tim

e associated w
ith developing the substantial docum

entation and outputs from
 the 

TA
A

M
 m

odeling for use in the inputs to the noise and air quality m
odeling necessary for 

a com
plete environm

ental evaluation;  

The FA
A

 also notes that to generate reliable accurate results each alternative m
odeled w

ould be 
subject to a num

ber of experim
ents.  For exam

ple, the full build out of A
lternative C

 w
as m

odeled 
under both east and w

est flow
 under a variety of w

eather conditions requiring 6 experim
ents alone 

for a given level of activity. 

The com
m

enter m
entions the assum

ption that the sam
e schedule be used for all experim

ents, and 
the FA

A
 notes that this could not yield a dem

and delay curve.  To build a credible dem
and delay 

curve, each experim
ent w

ould, by necessity, require the running of at least three different schedules.  
In other w

ords, the 2003 TA
F w

ould need at least three schedules developed for three different 
levels of activity, such as 2009, 2013, and 2018.  

In addition, each experim
ent involves the tim

e-intensive task of building appropriate rules w
ithin 

the experim
ent to dictate the taxiw

ay routes and num
erous other operational restrictions that are 

unique to a given alternative.   

A
s stated in the response to K

araganis-C
ohn’s Septem

ber 6, 2005 com
m

ents on the Final EIS, the 
FA

A
’s rationale for declining to m

odel the 2003 TA
F is not based upon an evaluation of the tim

e it 
w

ould take.  The FA
A

 does not need to rerun m
odels to m

ake professional analytical judgm
ents 

regarding the effects of an alternative level of activity w
ithin a reasonable range such as the 2003 

TA
F.  The FA

A
 has held consistently that as m

ore recent TA
Fs w

ere m
ade available the FA

A
 w

ould 
reexam

ine the appropriateness of the use of the 2002 TA
F.  A

ppendix R of the Final EIS is an 
exam

ple of the w
ork conducted in such an exam

ination.  The FA
A

 believes that the use of the 2003 
or 2004 TA

Fs w
ould not alter the conclusions reached in the Final EIS or the approval of A

lternative 
C

 in this RO
D

. 
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Comment Response 
Attachment 2  
to Karaganis-Cohn 

The FAA’s response to Dr. Campbell’s affidavit appears 
immediately following the last page of the affidavit. 
 

 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-102  September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-103  September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-104  September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-105  September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-106  September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-107  September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-108  September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-109  September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-110  September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-111  September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-112  September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-113  September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-114  September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-115  September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-116  September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-117  September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-118  September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-119  September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-120  September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-121  September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-122  September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-123  September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-124  September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-125  September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-126  September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-127  September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-128  September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-129  September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-130  September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-131  September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-132  September 2005 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-133  September 2005 



O
’H

are International A
irport 

 
R

ecord of D
ecision 

R
esponse to C

om
m

ents 
A

.2-134 
Septem

ber 2005 

 
A
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A
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A
M

PBELL 
 

 
 

This affidavit w
as part of a package of com

m
ents subm

itted to the FA
A

 in response to the 
agency’s invitation for public com

m
ents on portions of the Final Environm

ental Im
pact 

Statem
ent and the FA

A
’s proposed resolution of religious liberty issues.  A

s w
ith M

r. Flem
ing’s 

affidavit, the FA
A

’s analysis of his com
m

ents w
ill track his affidavit, and w

ill indicate our 
specific response to his assertions through our adoption of the sam

e paragraph num
bering 

convention used by M
r. C

am
pbell.  Som

e assertions require no FA
A

 com
m

ent or notation of the 
com

m
enter’s opinion as they are restatem

ents of com
m

ents from
 C

am
pbell-H

ill’s previous 
subm

ittals to the FA
A

.  To the extent that other com
m

ents contained in this docum
ent are m

ore 
properly directed to that com

ponent of the FA
A

 w
hich is considering the application by the 

C
ity of C

hicago for a Letter of Intent and federal funding, the A
gency believes it w

ould be 
inappropriate to engage w

ith the com
m

enter on these issues in this docum
ent.  Instead, it has 

forw
arded to the appropriate FA

A
 office, a copy of this affidavit.  The review

 of the LO
I, 

including the Benefit C
ost A

nalysis (BC
A

), is a separate process from
 this N

EPA
 evaluation. 

 The C
am

pbell affidavit deals prim
arily w

ith tw
o overarching issues that the FA

A
 feels 

com
pelled to answ

er in the follow
ing narrative fashion.  The C

am
pbell issues are as follow

s: 
 

• The overall costs of full build O
M

P are so great that the project w
ill never be 

com
pleted in its entirety and w

ill likely conclude w
ith Phase O

ne.  Therefore, the EIS 
m

isstates the environm
ental im

pacts and consequences of the actions; and 
• The initial $300 M

illion Letter of Intent (LO
I) request is critical to the successful 

funding of the project and yet the approval of the LO
I is uncertain.  Therefore, the 

FA
A

 needs to assure the financing up-front to prevent residential areas and 
cem

eteries from
 needlessly being destroyed. 

In response, the FA
A

 notes that the A
gency has conducted a review

 of the C
ity’s financing plan 

for the O
M

P and has sum
m

arized the findings of that review
 in Section 1.7 of the Final EIS.  

Section 1.7 stated,  

O
n the basis of the inform

ation presented herein, the review
 of the C

ity’s financial plan, 
and an understanding of airport financing in general, FA

A
 has no reason to believe that 

the C
ity’s financial plan cannot be im

plem
ented as generally presented in the O

RD
 

M
aster Plan. Further, FA

A
 has no reason to believe that the resulting costs to airport 

users (m
ost significantly, m

ajor airlines serving O
’H

are) w
ill significantly adversely 

affect the ability to finance the capital projects and realize the projected aviation dem
and, 

particularly in the context of future investm
ents that w

ill be required at other large hub 
airports in the U

nited States. A
ll projections and forecasts are subject to uncertainty, and 

future events m
ay result in changes or adjustm

ents to the FA
A

 conclusions. 
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For purposes of satisfying the FA
A

’s obligations under N
EPA

, FA
A

 has concluded that it 
is reasonable to assum

e that, based upon the im
pact O

’H
are has on the C

hicago region, as 
w

ell as the N
A

S, and the benefits to the regional econom
y, there w

ill be sufficient funds 
to com

plete the C
ity’s proposal, if approved. Further, in response to com

m
ents on the 

D
raft EIS, FA

A
 has review

ed additional cost-related inform
ation applicable to the 

project. For purposes of this review
 under N

EPA
, the FA

A
 has concluded that the 

estim
ated costs of the project are reasonable. In addition, FA

A
 believes that w

ith a 
project of this m

agnitude and im
portance, the availability of projected funding sources is 

sufficiently reasonable and capable of being obtained. A
ccordingly, the FA

A
 has decided 

it is both appropriate and necessary under N
EPA

 to subject the Sponsor’s full build 
proposal and alternatives thereto to this environm

ental analysis because the entirety of the 
proposed action is reasonably foreseeable. This determ

ination is m
ade w

ithout prejudice 
to evaluation of the C

ity’s pending Letter of Intent request, w
hich is a separate process 

from
 this environm

ental analysis.  
 W

hile this text from
 the Final EIS indicates that the review

 of the financing plan w
as done from

 
the N

EPA
 perspective, the FA

A
 also notes that the review

 of the Letter of Intent request is 
currently underw

ay.  M
indful of this ongoing LO

I review
, the FA

A
 team

 responsible for the 
w

ork involved in the N
EPA

 review
 have coordinated w

ith the FA
A

 LO
I review

 team
 and are 

satisfied that the LO
I including a benefit-cost analysis reasonably reflect the determ

inations 
m

ade above regarding the financing plan for the O
M

P.  It is noted that C
am

pbell-H
ill has 

provided com
m

ents on the C
ity’s BC

A
 portion of their LO

I, w
hich w

ill be considered as part of 
the separate LO

I adm
inistrative process. 

 W
ith regard to the need for the FA

A
 to m

ake all funding decisions sim
ultaneously w

ith the 
issuance of this RO

D
, the A

gency notes that this is im
practical and inconsistent w

ith typical 
practice.  To the extent that the com

m
enter is asserting that FA

A
 environm

ental approvals are 
inadequate unless and until the sponsor has arranged all funding w

ith exact certainty for the 
entire project, the FA

A
 w

ould point out again that this logic is at odds w
ith norm

al professional 
practice and regulation.  The A

gency is not aw
are of any public im

provem
ent project of this size 

or scope w
here financing and funding have been locked in at this point for the entire project. 

 W
ith any large, long-term

 capital program
, there is som

e uncertainty regarding the sources of 
funds that have been assum

ed to provide for full im
plem

entation.  Estim
ates and projections of 

funding sources are necessarily utilized in developing capital program
 financing plans, but 

actual developm
ents can differ from

 original assum
ptions, and these actual developm

ents can 
be both positive and negative w

ith regards to the availability of funds.  A
s a result, airport 

operators are routinely required to refine financing plans during the im
plem

entation of a capital 
program

, m
aking adjustm

ents to take into account actual developm
ents as they occur. 

 In the case of the O
M

P, there have been questions raised regarding the potential availability of 
assum

ed federal grants and PFC
 funds, as w

ell as the sensitivity of the finance plan to external 
factors such as airline bankruptcy and/or reduced traffic levels.  FA

A
 has review

ed the C
ity’s 

overall finance plan for O
M

P for N
EPA

 purposes, and believes it is based on reasonable 
assum

ptions.  H
ow

ever, in the event that som
e of the project funds are not available in the 
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am
ounts assum

ed or at the tim
es assum

ed, the C
ity w

ould need to m
ake adjustm

ents during 
im

plem
entation.   

 Therefore, the FA
A

 conducted a sensitivity analysis of the O
M

P financing plan.  This sensitivity 
analysis exam

ined a num
ber of m

echanism
s the C

ity could em
ploy should part of the funding 

for the project not be im
plem

ented as planned.    These m
echanism

s include deferral of 
im

provem
ents, use of contingency, increased debt issuance, and short-term

 borrow
ing.  The 

sensitivity analysis evaluated w
hat-if scenarios, such as the $300 m

illion LO
I being unavailable 

or disapproved, reduction in airline traffic w
ith the loss of a m

ajor carrier at O
’H

are, and the 
possibility that the authorized level of PFC

 collection is static.  The sensitivity analysis 
dem

onstrated that changes in cost per enplaned passenger resulting from
 the use of these 

m
echanism

s w
ould not be substantial and in som

e instances could be offset by cost benefits 
from

 the project’s im
plem

entation.     
 The C

am
pbell-H

ill concept of funding of airport projects w
ould require that prior to N

EPA
 

approval all funding needed to com
plete the entire project w

ould have to be secured.  This 
concept w

ould necessitate the prior or concurrent issuance of all A
irport Im

provem
ent Program

 
(A

IP) G
rants, Passenger Facility C

harge (PFC
) im

pose and use application approvals, and sale 
of all necessary G

A
RBs w

ith the environm
ental approval that this RO

D
 provides.  The FA

A
 

does not agree w
ith this concept. 

 The FA
A

 does agree that the project m
ust be evaluated from

 a financial feasibility standpoint 
and has conducted due diligence in this area w

ith regard to the O
M

P.  This evaluation of 
financial feasibility w

as conducted by the FA
A

 to ensure that the project w
as indeed feasible.  

 The FA
A

 notes the follow
ing facts regarding capital developm

ent at airports: 
 

• Sponsors do not need FA
A

 funds to im
plem

ent a capital im
provem

ent for their 
airport.  Sponsors can fund a project w

ithout federal funding.  H
ow

ever, it is required 
that N

EPA
 approval to am

end their A
irport Layout Plan be obtained from

 FA
A

. 
• LO

Is, A
IP G

rants, and PFC
 (authorization to im

pose and use, or use), require N
EPA

 
approval prior to FA

A
 approval or authorization. 

• A
 sponsor is not required to obtain a LO

I approval prior to obtaining a grant.  In m
ost 

instances, sponsors do not.  In addition, LO
I approval is not a guarantee that federal 

funding w
ill occur.  The LO

I can be w
ithdraw

n, and there is no guarantee of a 
continued revenue stream

 of funding. 
• A

IP grants can only be issued for funds appropriated in the current fiscal year, and it 
neither reasonable, nor industry practice, that all grant funding for a m

ajor capital 
developm

ent project w
ould be secured w

ithin a fiscal year.  A
dditionally, an A

IP 
grant cannot be issued w

ithout environm
ental approval being issued. 

• It is im
practical and im

prudent for a sponsor to issues bonds for its entire m
ulti-year 

project at the outset of im
plem

entation, and therein require paying interest for 
funding, w

hich w
ould not yet be required. 
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9 – The FA
A

 notes D
r. C

am
pbell’s sum

m
ary of findings and conclusions.  FA

A
 has responded 

to the findings and conclusions w
here the basis for the findings and conclusions are m

ade 
throughout the C

am
pbell-H

ill subm
ittals and this affidavit. 

 12/13 - The FA
A

 com
pletely disagrees w

ith this statem
ent.  A

s is often the custom
 in reports of 

this type, the D
epartm

ent of Transportation O
ffice of Inspector G

eneral (O
IG

) provided the 
FA

A
 w

ith a draft of its prelim
inary report, and invited the FA

A
 to respond to it.  The FA

A
 

responded to the D
raft O

IG
 report on M

ay 20, 2005 and June 15, 2005.  It is not uncom
m

on for 
these reports to be revised follow

ing receipt of com
m

ents as part of the internal interagency 
review

 process.  The Final O
IG

 report w
as dated July 21, 2005, and m

ade public at that tim
e.  

Since the Final EIS w
as in the process of being printed, the FA

A
 did not include it in the FEIS.  

The FEIS does not m
ake explicit reference to the report and the Inspector G

eneral expressly 
disclaim

ed any interest in this N
EPA

 process.  N
evertheless, the FA

A
 did address som

e of the 
O

IG
’s concerns w

ithin the FEIS, including Section 1.7 of the FEIS and supporting 
docum

entation.  A
gain, the FA

A
 directs the com

m
enter to Section 10 of this Record of D

ecision 
for the FA

A
’s discussion of the report.  In addition, the O

IG
 report contains FA

A
’s response 

dated M
ay 20, 2005 and June 15, 2005, and com

m
itm

ents.  The FA
A

 is in the process of 
preparing a form

al response to the IG
 report.  

 15 – The FA
A

 addressed the issue of availability of A
IP funding in its response to the C

am
pbell-

H
ill letter dated A

pril 6, 2005, in the Final EIS, A
ppendix U

, page U
-566.  Specific com

m
ents 

related to the C
ity’s BC

A
 are not being addressed here.  The FA

A
 notes that C

am
pbell-H

ill and 
others have subm

itted extensive com
m

ents on the C
ity’s original BC

A
 dated February 2005.  

Since those BC
A

 com
m

ents w
ill be considered as part of the A

gency’s LO
I review

 process, 
w

hich is separate and apart from
 this EIS process, the FA

A
 considers specific BC

A
 com

m
ents 

(e.g. cost-benefit ratio, forecast, etc.) beyond the scope of this EIS.  H
ow

ever, general 
program

m
atic issues related to LO

I and PFC
 funding have been considered by the FA

A
 in the 

EIS and this RO
D

. 
 16/17 – These com

m
ents have been forw

arded for consideration w
ithin the LO

I/BC
A

 review
 

process. 
 18/19 - The FA

A
 created delay curves based on Phase I of the O

’H
are M

odernization Program
.  

The FA
A

 recognizes that there w
ould likely be  som

e increase in unim
peded travel tim

es during 
portions of Phase I of the project due to the interim

 runw
ay and taxiw

ay geom
etry.  Both delay 

and unim
peded travel tim

es w
ere included in the detailed TA

A
M

 analysis com
pleted as part of 

the Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent and used as the basis for the Benefit C

ost A
nalysis. 

 H
ow

ever, the increase in projected unim
peded travel tim

es is offset by a greater value in the 
average annual delay reductions.   
 20 – The FA

A
 addressed a sim

ilar PFC
 com

m
ent in the FEIS in A

ppendix U
, page U

.4-568.   
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21 – FA
A

 cannot guarantee if or w
hen an increase in the authorized PFC

 level w
ill occur.  

H
ow

ever, C
ongress has authorized PFC

 increases in the past.  Thus, there is historical precedent 
for increasing the level of PFC

 funding per passenger.  This prior increase in the authorized PFC
 

level (from
 $3.00 to $4.50) w

as determ
ined appropriate due to (1) increased airport funding 

requirem
ents and (2) the recognition of inflationary increases in general prices (including prices 

of airport im
provem

ents) relative to the fixed absolute level of the PFC
.  FA

A
 believes that it is 

reasonable to assum
e that the authorized PFC

 level w
ill again be increased in the future, for 

these sam
e reasons, and that a future level of $6.00 (that is, the sam

e increm
ent of increase as the 

last approved increase) is reasonable to assum
e in an airport financing plan such as the 

financing plan for O
RD

.  
 G

iven the benefits of the O
M

P, FA
A

 does not believe it is essential to know
 the exact point 

w
hen C

ongress m
ight approve an increase in PFC

 level.  The significant econom
ic benefits to 

airlines of m
odernizing O

RD
 (e.g., delay savings and revenue from

 increased traffic), com
bined 

w
ith the  support from

 key airlines for the O
M

P, indicate to FA
A

 that it is reasonable to assum
e 

that airlines w
ould be w

illing to proceed w
ith O

M
P even w

ith a delay in an authorized increase 
in the PFC

 funding level and a corresponding requirem
ent to adjust the financing plan. 

 The FA
A

 has also considered the im
pact of no PFC

 increase and believes that the types of 
funding adjustm

ents that m
ight be required w

ould still result in an overall reasonable finance 
plan. 

22 - FA
A

 acknow
ledges that airlines serving O

RD
 have to-date only provided M

II approval for 
initial phases of O

M
P.  The O

M
P is to be financed in phases, and airline M

II approval w
ill 

correspondingly be requested in phases.  Just as it does not m
ake sense to issue debt at the 

outset for all phases of O
M

P (because this w
ould involve unnecessary interest expense for 

funds not currently required), it also does not m
ake sense to obtain airline M

II approval for all 
phases of O

M
P at the outset (because the financing plan conditions w

ill continue to be refined 
and the m

ix of airlines involved in m
aking the com

m
itm

ent w
ill change over tim

e). 

  The FA
A

 believes it is reasonable to expect that the airlines serving O
RD

 w
ill approve future 

requests for increm
ental funding of O

M
P,  given the positive statem

ents m
ade by key airlines 

regarding the need for the full O
M

P (as acknow
ledged by the com

m
enter). as w

ell as the 
significant benefits that w

ill accrue to airlines serving O
RD

 and the com
m

ents provided on 
record in support of O

M
P.  A

lso, it is im
portant to note that the airlines at O

RD
 have approved 

Phase 1 projects (such as land acquisition) that w
ould only m

ake sense if the entire O
M

P w
ere 

to be com
pleted.  FA

A
 believes that airline support of such “full-build” elem

ents of Phase 1 
indicate an intent to proceed w

ith the com
plete O

M
P developm

ent. 
 23-25 –FA

A
 understands that there is alw

ays som
e elem

ent of risk and concern associated w
ith 

special facility bonds and other form
s of third party financing, and has taken this into 

consideration in review
ing the financing plan for O

M
P.   
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FA
A

 has review
ed recent developm

ents associated w
ith special facilities bonds at U

.S. airports, 
including the exam

ple cited by the com
m

enter of U
nited’s special facilities bonds at O

RD
.  FA

A
 

has concluded that there are circum
stances in w

hich special facilities bonds can carry risk of 
default or non-paym

ent, but that this does not m
ean that this financing vehicle w

ill not be 
appropriate or available in the future.  A

s an exam
ple, a recent court decision to allow

 U
nited 

A
irlines to discontinue paym

ent on special facility bonds at N
ew

 York-JFK
 A

irport did not 
prevent a recent issuance of special facility bonds by A

m
erican A

irlines for term
inal facilities at 

that sam
e airport.  

 
FA

A
 believes that special facility bonds w

ill continue to be a valuable source of funding for 
airport im

provem
ents, if properly structured—

and further believes that this is borne out by the 
recent issuance of special facility bonds at N

ew
 York-JFK

 A
irport.  G

iven the airlines’ interest in 
im

plem
enting O

M
P, FA

A
 believes that it is reasonable to expect that airlines serving O

RD
 

w
ould be w

illing to execute appropriately-structured agreem
ents to use special facility bonds 

for facilities that are dedicated to their use and their benefit.   
 26A

 – The FA
A

  established the A
irspace M

anagem
ent A

dvisory C
ouncil specifically to address 

intra-agency coordination efforts, particularly insofar as airspace is concerned.  The collective 
responsibility of the group, chaired by the D

irector of System
 O

perations, A
irspace and 

A
eronautical Inform

ation M
anagem

ent, is establishing cost and schedule controls, tim
ely 

coordination w
ith other FA

A
 service areas and program

s.  The initial task is review
ing all 

N
ational A

irspace Redesign (N
A

R) projects, including those outside of the C
hicago A

rea that 
support the O

M
P required airspace changes.  These airspace initiatives are prioritized and 

synchronized w
ith the C

hicago A
RTC

C
 airspace changes to ensure that the anticipated benefits 

of the O
M

P are realized.  The costs associated w
ith these airspace changes have been identified, 

and the funding is being identified.  Som
e of these airspace changes are part of the larger N

A
R 

C
hicago A

irspace Project; the funding for these initiatives has been identified in the A
TO

 2006 
budget, and the w

ork program
m

ed in the A
TO

-W
 2006 w

orkplan. 
 26B – The FA

A
 agrees that the cost estim

ates of the O
M

P did not explicitly include the cost of 
the surface transportation m

itigation, as it w
as not  established until the issuance of this Record 

of D
ecision.  H

ow
ever, the FA

A
 notes that the anticipated cost of this m

itigation is w
ell w

ithin 
the cost contingency that is included in the M

aster Plan cost estim
ate. 

 26C
 – In response to the A

pril 6, 2005 C
am

pbell-H
ill subm

ittal, the FA
A

 noted the capitalized 
interest is not a capital cost.  This opinion has not changed and is consistent w

ith airport 
financing practice, see FA

A
’s response to C

am
pbell-H

ill com
m

ents 96 and 97 beginning on page 
U

.4-562 of A
ppendix U

 of the FEIS. 
 26D

 – The FA
A

 has review
ed cost estim

ates provided by the C
ity of C

hicago and has found 
them

 to be reasonable.  Further discussion is provided in Section 1.7 of the Final EIS.  The FA
A

 
does not consider that a detailed line item

 and quantity and unit cost review
 is necessary, or 

required, for an EIS or to issue a RO
D

. 
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 27 – The FA
A

 disagrees w
ith the com

m
enter's assertion that the Phase O

ne project is not 
financially feasible.  For purposes of its review

 under N
EPA

, the FA
A

 concluded that the 
estim

ated costs of the project are reasonable, it is reasonable to assum
e that there w

ill be 
sufficient funds to com

plete the proposal, and there is no reason to believe that the C
ity's 

financial plan cannot be im
plem

ented as generally presented in the M
aster Plan.  The FA

A
's 

decisions on A
IP and PFC

 funds  involve separate processes that are not only different from
 its 

environm
ental analysis, but also are norm

ally concluded only after the environm
ental issues are 

resolved and a RO
D

 on those m
atters is issued. 

 28 - C
om

m
ent noted. 

 30-36 – These com
m

ents have been forw
arded for consideration w

ithin the LO
I/BC

A
 review

 
process. 
 37 - The FA

A
 addressed a sim

ilar PFC
 com

m
ent in the FEIS in A

ppendix U
, page U

.4-568.   
 38 - The FA

A
 respectfully disagrees w

ith the com
m

entor’s assertion that C
hicago has rem

oved 
Taxiw

ay Lim
a Lim

a and its associated costs from
 the Phase I project.  Recent correspondence 

w
ith the C

ity of C
hicago has confirm

ed the C
ity’s intention to construct Taxiw

ay Lim
a Lim

a 
according to the proposed phasing plan utilized for the EIS.  In addition, the C

ity of C
hicago’s 

A
irport Layout Plan subm

itted in Septem
ber 2005 for approval contains Taxiw

ay Lim
a Lim

a on 
the Phase I draw

ing and the future full-build draw
ing. 

 39 – This com
m

ent has been forw
arded for consideration w

ithin the LO
I/BC

A
 review

 process. 
 40 – C

om
m

ent noted. 
 41 - FA

A
 respectfully disagrees w

ith the com
m

enter’s assertion that FA
A

 has relied on “bald 
unsupported assum

ptions” and reached “bare bones conclusions” in determ
ining that O

M
P is 

financially feasible.  FA
A

 has conducted a thorough review
 of the O

M
P financing plan.  The 

response to com
m

ents on the D
EIS and the additional inform

ation provided in the FEIS, and 
m

ade publicly available, including being posted on the FA
A

 w
ebsite,  indicate the thoroughness 

of FA
A

’s review
 of the O

M
P financing plan.  FA

A
 has thoroughly review

ed the O
M

P financing 
plan, provided  detailed and analytical responses to com

m
ents and questions, and is confident 

that the O
RD

 O
M

P can provide the benefits that have been estim
ated and is correspondingly 

financially feasible. 
 42 - The com

m
enter has offered tw

o selected quotes from
 the FEIS as evidence that FA

A
 has not 

addressed concerns regarding the financial feasibility of O
M

P.   These tw
o quotes do not reflect 

the  effort or level of analysis undertaken by FA
A

 to confirm
 the financial feasibility of O

M
P for 

purposes of this RO
D

.  The FEIS and the adm
inistrative record accurately docum

ent the 
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agency’s thorough consideration of this issue in the satisfaction of its environm
ental obligations.  

In addition to this RO
D

, FA
A

 has considered and responded to previous C
am

pbell-H
ill’s 

subm
issions in the FEIS. 

 43 – The FA
A

 has review
ed recent bond issuances by the C

ity of C
hicago as part of its review

 of 
O

M
P financial feasibility, and has included the C

ity’s success on the bond m
arket as one factor 

in its overall analysis.   
 44 – A

s stated earlier, the FA
A

 believes that O
M

P is financially feasible.  Section U
.4 of the FEIS, 

the responses to com
m

ents in A
ppendix U

 of the FEIS (including specific responses to 
C

am
pbell-H

ill), and the responses to com
m

ents in this docum
ent, provide further explanation 

of the basis for FA
A

’s conclusion. 
 45 – A

s noted above, the FA
A

 does not believe that there are any outstanding issues or  
questions to w

hich it has  not been responded  regarding financial feasibility of O
M

P for 
purposes of this RO

D
.   

 46 – FA
A

 has given detailed consideration to blended alternatives in the FEIS.  See, FEIS at 
C

hapter 3 for its analysis. 
 47 - FA

A
 does not agree that blended alternatives can m

eet the forecast unconstrained dem
and 

at O
RD

, as docum
ented in the FEIS. 

 48A
 - FA

A
 has docum

ented in the FEIS that O
M

P w
ill m

eet forecast dem
and at O

RD
.  FA

A
 has 

also docum
ented in the FEIS that O

M
P is the preferred alternative to m

eet forecast dem
and at 

O
RD

. 
 48B - See response to com

m
ent 46 above. 

 49 –FA
A

 has conducted a review
 of the financial plan for O

M
P.  Thus, FA

A
 does not agree that 

there is any reason to consider a different preferred alternative under the assum
ption that O

M
P 

is financially infeasible. 
 50 – The FA

A
 believes that it is reasonable to expect that required funding w

ill be available for 
O

M
P.   

 51 - The FEIS dem
onstrates that O

M
P Phase 1 (i.e. A

lternative B) does not m
eet the purpose and 

need. 
 52-56  

The FA
A

 rejects the com
m

enter’s assertion that it cannot authorize this proposed action 
in the absence of a show

ing by the sponsor that the entirety of all funding for the com
plete 

O
M

P has been assured at this tim
e.  Such a suggestion is at odds w

ith established practices for 
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financing a project of this size and scope, is not required by FA
A

 regulations or guidance, and 
defies com

m
on sense.  

 57 - FA
A

 acknow
ledges that these are key factors in the analyses conducted for the EIS.  

H
ow

ever, there are also m
any other variables and factors that w

ere considered and analyzed, as 
docum

ented in the FEIS. 
 58 – FA

A
 addressed the use of the 2002 TA

F in both the m
ain body of the FEIS and in the 

response to com
m

ents contained in Section U
.4 of A

ppendix U
. 

 59 – See response to com
m

ent 46. 
 60 – 66 - FA

A
 addressed C

am
pbell’s discussion of “acceptable levels of delay” in both the m

ain 
body of the FEIS and in the response to com

m
ents contained in Section U

.4 of A
ppendix U

. 
 67 - These exam

ples w
ere not used in connection w

ith the determ
ination to use 15 m

inutes 
delay as a threshold in developing the constrained forecast.  This is explained in both the FEIS 
and the response to com

m
ent in the FEIS. 

 68/69 – FA
A

 disagrees w
ith the com

m
enter’s assertion that the tim

e period of analysis for the 
EIS should be based on financial analysis guidelines.  Please see response to K

araganis-C
ohn’s 

Septem
ber 6, 2005 com

m
ent regarding the sam

e on page A
.2-80 of this A

ppendix A
. 

 70 - FA
A

 set forth a statem
ent of purpose and need, w

hich included m
eeting forecast 

unconstrained dem
and.  A

s docum
ented in the FEIS, FA

A
 considered various alternatives for 

m
eeting unconstrained dem

and, including blended alternatives.  C
ontrary to the com

m
enter’s 

assertions, FA
A

 did not “claim
 that it need not consider any blended alternatives”.  In fact, FA

A
 

carefully considered blended alternatives, as docum
ented in the FEIS. 

 71 - FA
A

  rejects as totally unfounded the assertion that FA
A

 im
properly m

anipulated any of 
the analysis reported in the FEIS.  The FEIS contains a full disclosure of the analyses conducted 
in relation to consideration of alternatives.  O

ther than m
aking an assertion, the com

m
enter has 

not offered any specific evidence of the purported “m
anipulation”.  In 1984, opponents of 

O
’H

are im
provem

ents asserted that the FA
A

 kept “tw
o sets of books” on the C

ity’s proposal.  
This claim

 w
as rejected decisively by the courts.  Tw

o decades later, their claim
 of data 

m
anipulation is equally w

ithout foundation or m
erit. 

   72 - FA
A

 acknow
ledges that blended alternatives should be considered.  A

s docum
ented in the 

FEIS, the FA
A

 carefully considered blended alternatives.  For the reasons docum
ented in the 

FEIS, a blended alternative w
as not selected as the preferred alternative. 

 74 - FA
A

’s basis for using the 2002 TA
F, and the consideration of subsequent published TA

Fs 
(2003 TA

F and 2004 TA
F) is explained in the FEIS and response to com

m
ents in the FEIS. 
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 75 – The 2004 TA
F w

as not m
anipulated dow

nw
ard.  The m

ethodology used to generate the 
passenger forecasts in the 2004 TA

F w
as the sam

e as has been used the TA
F’s since the events of 

Septem
ber 11, 2001.   

 76 - FA
A

 does conduct a com
prehensive review

 of recent airline activity and the future outlook 
(including socio-econom

ic data) for each annual TA
F.  This process w

as done for the 2002 TA
F, 

the 2003 TA
F, and the 2004 TA

F’s for O
RD

.  The difference in the forecast passengers for O
RD

 
in 2020 betw

een the 2003 TA
F and 2004 TA

F is alm
ost entirely explained by differences in the 

forecast enplanem
ents for 2004 and 2005.  For the period 2006-20 the average annual grow

th 
rate in enplanem

ents is forecast to be roughly the sam
e, 2.6%

 in the 2004 TA
F and 2.7%

 in the 
2003 TA

F (see chart below
).  

 

O
R

D
 TAF Passenger Forecast C

om
parison

30 35 40 45 50 55 60

2000
2002
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Enpl (M)

2002 TA
F

2003 TA
F

2004 TA
F

   
 77 – The m

ethodology that the FA
A

 em
ployed to develop the passenger forecasts for the 2002 

TA
F, the 2003 TA

F, and the 2004 TA
F for O

RD
 w

as not exclusively based on “regression 
analysis of incom

e and other local socio-econom
ic variables”.  In fact there is a fundam

ental 
difference in the FA

A
’s forecast m

ethodology for developing near term
 (1 year out) passenger 

forecasts as opposed to longer-term
 (m

ore than 1 year out) passenger forecasts.  In general, the 
FA

A
 develops its near-term

 passenger forecasts using future schedules published by the 
airlines (up to 12 m

onths in the future) that are publicly available as a basis for activity 
(departures) and forecasted values of passengers per departure based on historic seasonal 
(m

onth to m
onth) patterns.  FA

A
 em

ploys inform
ation contained in the actual airline schedules 

in its near-term
 forecasts as opposed to a m

ethodology relying solely on m
odeling.  Longer-

term
 forecasts are generally based upon results of econom

etric m
odels (regression analysis) 

relating passenger dem
and to a series of local or national socio-econom

ic variables such as 
incom

e or price (yield).  The m
ethodology described above w

as used to generate the passenger 
forecasts for O

RD
 contained in the 2002 TA

F, the 2003 TA
F, and the 2004 TA

F. 
The passenger forecast for 2005 contained in the 2003 TA

F w
as generated using a num

ber of 
econom

etric m
odels relating incom

e and yield to passengers.  This w
as done prim

arily because 
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there w
as no inform

ation (future schedules) available about the level of activity (departures) in 
2005 to incorporate into the generation of the 2005 passenger forecast at the tim

e the 2003 TA
F 

w
as done.  This process w

as clearly explained in the docum
ent “O

RD
 Forecast M

ethodology” 
contained in the 2003 TA

F docum
ents that w

ere subm
itted as part of the FO

IA
 request and w

as 
referenced by C

am
pbell-H

ill in exhibit F, Table F-1.   
 The passenger forecast for 2005 contained in the 2004 TA

F w
as developed using future 

schedules as a basis for a level of activity (departures) and forecasted values of passengers per 
departure based on historic m

onth-to-m
onth patterns.   This is explained in the docum

ent 
“O

RD
 04 Forecast M

ethodology” that w
as provided by the FA

A
 on A

ugust 26, 2005 in response 
to the FO

IA
 request.  A

n exam
ination of the future schedules at the tim

e the 2004 TA
F (found in 

w
orksheet “D

om
estic O

A
G

” in the file O
RD

 04.xls that w
as also subm

itted in response to the 
FO

IA
 request) indicated that year over year grow

th in total com
m

ercial departures at O
RD

 w
as 

slow
ing dow

n significantly from
 the rates experienced in FY 2004 (+7.9%

), turning negative 
beginning in N

ov 2004 and rem
aining negative through June 2005 (the last m

onth future 
schedules w

ere available to FA
A

).  FA
A

 believes that the inform
ation about the reduced levels 

of activity (departures) that w
as available at the tim

e of the developm
ent of the forecast 

contained in the 2004 TA
F provided reasonable grounds for the reduction in the forecasted 

grow
th of passengers in 2005 relative to the forecast passenger grow

th rate for 2005 found in the 
2003 TA

F. 
 78 – The docum

ents provided by FA
A

 on A
ugust 26, 2005 do provide supporting evidence and 

calculations for the 2004 TA
F passenger forecasts, as w

ell as the passenger forecasts contained 
in the 2002 and 2003 TA

F.  The detailed review
 that C

am
pbell-H

ill perform
ed (Exhibit F) only 

focused on the local socio-econom
ic factors as the basis for their conclusions.  The FA

A
 

em
ployed a m

ethodology that  included consideration of factors beyond  local socio-econom
ic 

variables (see response to point 77), and  thus w
as m

ore com
prehensive than the analysis by 

C
am

pbell-H
ill.  A

s a result, the com
m

enter’s conclusion that the 2004 TA
F should have been 

higher than the 2003 TA
F is incorrect.    

 In addition, the passenger data that C
am

pbell-H
ill cited in Exhibit F supporting the claim

 that 
the 2003 TA

F passenger num
bers w

ere closer to actual passenger num
bers (C

hart 1 in Exhibit F) 
include non-revenue passengers that are not included in the TA

F passenger forecasts.   
 79 – The docum

ents provided by FA
A

 on A
ugust 26, 2005 do provide supporting evidence and 

calculations for the 2004 TA
F passenger forecasts as w

ell as the passenger forecasts contained in 
the 2002 TA

F and 2003 TA
F.  Exam

ination of the docum
ents provided show

s that the sam
e 

m
ethodology w

as used to develop the passenger forecasts for the 2002 TA
F, 2003 TA

F, and 2004 
TA

F.  This m
ethodology can be replicated or recreated by independent experts. 

 80 – A
s described in the responses to points 77, 78, and 79 above, FA

A
 believes there is 

sufficient data and substantiation for the reduction in the enplanem
ents and operations 

forecasts  from
 the 2003 TA

F  to the 2004 TA
F. 
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 81 – FA
A

 believes that em
ploying the m

ethodology described in point 77 above w
ould lead one 

to conclude that a properly calculated 2004 TA
F w

ould result in low
er, not higher (as has been 

asserted by C
am

pbell in the affidavit), num
bers of enplanem

ents and operations in 
corresponding years than the 2003 TA

F.  A
dditionally, the m

ost recent data on passenger 
activity at O

RD
 (12 m

onths ended July 2005, as cited by C
am

pbell in Exhibit F, C
hart 1), indicate 

that the passenger forecast in the 2004 TA
F, not the 2003 TA

F, is closer to the actual passenger 
counts, providing further evidence that the reduction in passengers betw

een the 2003 TA
F and 

2004 TA
F w

as proper. 
 82A

 –The FEIS has an explanation of the developm
ent of the constrained forecast.  FA

A
 does 

not believe it is reasonable to assum
e that the “stop gap” schedule order w

ould be or should be 
perm

anently in place at O
RD

.  A
rbitrarily assum

ing a low
er level of flight activity w

ould be a 
convenient w

ay to reduce projected delays, but w
ould not, in FA

A
’s view

, result in 
accom

m
odating forecast dem

and or m
eeting purpose and need. 

 82B – FA
A

 has disclosed the delay savings in relation to the forecast adopted for the EIS, the 
2002 TA

F.  The use of the 2002 TA
F is fully explained in the FEIS. 

 82C
 – The FA

A
 agrees that there w

ill be an increase in unim
peded travel tim

e as the proposed 
runw

ays are located further from
 the term

inal core area.  H
ow

ever, the FA
A

 respectfully 
disagrees w

ith the com
m

enter’s assertion that the full-build O
M

P-M
aster Plan w

ill have a taxi 
tim

e penalty of 6.5 m
inutes per operation.  Based on the TA

A
M

 m
odeling com

pleted by the 
FA

A
 as part of the EIS, average unim

peded ground travel tim
e increases by 4.2 m

inutes per 
operation.  This increase in travel tim

e occurs w
ith a subsequent reduction in delay of 11.4 

m
inutes per operation at the 2018 activity level for a net delay and travel tim

e reduction of 7.2 
m

inutes per operation.  In addition, at the 2018 activity level the airport is able to accom
m

odate 
220,000 additional operations and 10,799,000 additional total passengers. 
 83/84 - FA

A
 addressed C

am
pbell’s discussion of “acceptable levels of delay” in both the m

ain 
body of the FEIS and in the response to com

m
ents contained in Section U

.4 of A
ppendix U

. 
 85/86 - FA

A
 disagrees w

ith the com
m

enter’s assertion that the tim
e period of analysis for the 

EIS should be based on financial analysis guidelines.  Please see response to K
araganis-C

ohn’s 
Septem

ber 6, 2005 com
m

ent regarding the sam
e on page A

.2-80 of this RO
D

. 
 87 - The FA

A
 does not agree w

ith the com
m

enter regarding the EIS alternatives analysis.  In 
addition, the item

s listed by the com
m

enter are not “assertions” m
ade by the FA

A
 but 

conclusions based on the analysis presented in the Final EIS. 
 88 – 93 – The FA

A
 has addressed the com

m
enter’s concerns regarding the alternatives analysis 

in C
hapter 3, Section 3.6 of the FEIS and Section 11 of this RO

D
. 
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94 – C
om

m
ent noted.  

 95 – The FEIS explains the analysis used to determ
ine A

lternative C
 m

eets purpose and need.  
FA

A
 rejects the notion that the analysis m

ust be conducted using an alternative forecast 
developed by the com

m
enter.  

 96-98 – The FA
A

 addressed these com
m

ents in responding to previous com
m

ents subm
itted by 

C
am

pbell-H
ill on A

pril 6, 2005, w
hich can be found in Section U

.4 of A
ppendix U

 of the FEIS. 
 99/100 - The review

 and analysis of derivative alternatives is docum
ented in the FEIS and in this  

A
ppendix A

 for this RO
D

 (see Flem
ing affidavit response). The com

m
enter has suggested that 

alternatives should be re-evaluated, using the com
m

enter’s preferred level of delay for 
A

lternative C
.  FA

A
 rejects the com

m
enter’s basis for assum

ing average delay of 21.5 m
inutes 

for A
lternative C

.  The average delay level for A
lternative C

 has been thoroughly m
odeled and 

docum
ented in the FEIS. 

 101-108 – The FA
A

 has addressed the com
m

enter’s concerns regarding the alternatives analysis 
in C

hapter 3, Section 3.6 of the FEIS and Section 11 of this RO
D

. 
 109-113 – The FA

A
 has addressed these issues in Section 11 of this RO

D
. 

 115 - FA
A

 has considered the potential use of other hubs, in both the body of the FEIS and in 
several responses to com

m
ents in the FEIS.  FA

A
 has concluded that the availability of capacity 

at another airport is not sufficient basis to assum
e that the airlines using O

RD
 as a hub w

ould 
decide to m

ove or split their O
RD

 hub.  In fact, in the past several years airlines have exhibited 
a greater tendency to consolidate operations at their m

ain hubs, rather than spread connecting 
operations over m

ultiple new
 hubs.  

 116/118 - The com
m

enter has referred to high yields for connecting passengers at other hubs.  
The com

m
enter has not offered com

parative data on yields.   The com
m

enter offers a list of 
airports that are asserted to be attractive as alternative hubs to O

RD
.  FA

A
 does not believe that 

the m
ain hubbing airlines at O

RD
 w

ould agree.  For exam
ple, A

m
erican reduced connecting 

activity at STL, w
hich is a location the com

m
enter offers as an attractive alternative. 

 119 - The com
m

enter asserts that the geographic location of hubs is irrelevant to their suitability 
as an alternative for airlines hubbing at O

RD
.  FA

A
 disagrees w

ith this assertion.  In any event, 
the focus of FA

A
’s assessm

ent w
as other m

id-continent hubs. 
 120 - The com

m
ent expressed here is, in the judgm

ent of the FA
A

, inconsistent w
ith the 

prevalent consensus w
ithin the aviation industry as to the econom

ic benefits of m
ajor airport 

im
provem

ent projects.  M
oreover, this com

m
ent is diam

etrically contradictory to the author’s 
2002 report “The N

ational Econom
ic Im

pact of C
ivil A

viation”.  There the report concluded, 
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“m
ore aggressive investm

ent in civil aviation infrastructure is not only justified by benefits/cost 
analysis – it is also essential to the w

ell being of the U
.S. econom

y and its citizens.”    
 121/122 - The FA

A
 responded to C

am
pbell-H

ill’s detailed com
m

ents regarding the use of other 
m

id-continent hubs as an alternative in FEIS A
ppendix U

, beginning on page U
.4-586.  W

ith 
regard to the m

oving of inform
ation on m

id-continent hubs from
 EIS A

ppendix C
 to C

hapter 3, 
FA

A
 believes the com

m
enter has “over-interpreted” the refinem

ents to the organization of 
sections in the FEIS.  FA

A
 sim

ply decided that it m
ade the m

ost sense for clarity of presentation 
to m

ove the text regarding m
id-continent hubs from

 A
ppendix C

 to C
hapter 3. 

 123/124 - FA
A

 previously responded to this com
m

ent in the FEIS, beginning on page U
.4-587. 

 125-128 - The com
m

enter disagrees w
ith the FA

A
 opinion that significant connecting flow

 is a 
key to the success of the O

RD
 international gatew

ay.  The com
m

enter appears to dism
iss A

TL 
as a relevant com

parison, in term
s of local-connect ratio, for, am

ong other reasons, the 
follow

ing key reason: “because of geography and history it is D
elta’s largest system

 hub”.  This 
directly contradicts com

m
ents offered by the com

m
enter in this sam

e docum
ent: 

 • C
om

m
ent 119—

this com
m

ent seem
s to indicate the com

m
enter’s opinion that 

geographic location is irrelevant to airline hubbing decisions.   
• C

om
m

ent 118—
this com

m
ent seem

s to indicate the com
m

enter’s opinion that 
“historical function as a connecting hub” is not a key factor. 

 
In sum

m
ary, the com

m
enter states in com

m
ent #127 that A

TL is not a valid com
parison due to 

“geography” and “historical function”.  H
ow

ever, in earlier com
m

ents, the com
m

enter has 
dism

issed each of these factors.  Thus, FA
A

 does not find the com
m

enter’s argum
ents 

com
pelling. 

 The com
m

enter offers Toronto as a m
ore valid com

parison.  H
ow

ever, Toronto is not in the 
U

nited States, and subject to different bilateral trade agreem
ents and governm

ent regulations.  
FA

A
 does not believe that it is valid to use Toronto as a com

parable to O
RD

 for the purpose of 
evaluating international gatew

ay status.   
 129 - FA

A
 has provided a sum

m
ary of the “LA

X exam
ple”, and reasons w

hy this is different 
from

 the O
RD

 situation in the FEIS beginning on page U
.4-595. 

 130-131 -  The com
m

enter asserts that “the geographical spread of a population should not 
effect the FA

A
’s consideration of alternatives…

”  FA
A

 does not agree w
ith this assertion.  Taken 

to its logical extrem
e, this assertion w

ould im
ply that airlines should be expected to use any 

available airport, regardless of the incidence of dem
and in the area around that airport.  This is 

sim
ply not consistent w

ith reasonable business practices.  Every regional situation is unique, 
and needs to be considered in determ

ining w
hat is reasonable to assum

e regarding airlines’ use 
of various airports.  In the FEIS, FA

A
 has presented data on various regions, and explained w

hy 
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FA
A

 has concluded that it is reasonable to assum
e that O

RD
 w

ill continue to be a m
ajor focus of 

airline activity in the C
hicago region.  C

om
pare, for exam

ple, the different population densities 
surrounding regional airports as show

n in Exhibits 3-3 and 3-4 of the FEIS.   
 132 - The com

m
enter seem

s to assert that it is w
rong to recognize the differences betw

een 
airports.  FA

A
 believes that it is im

portant to consider the particular local and regional 
circum

stances associated w
ith any airport for w

hich im
provem

ents are proposed.  In fact, the 
com

m
enter’s argum

ents elsew
here in the com

m
ent docum

ent repeatedly refer to differences at 
individual airports (e.g., the particular situation at A

TL); this conflicts w
ith the apparent 

assertion in this com
m

ent that unique airport circum
stances should not be considered. 

 133 - FA
A

 believes that the airlines are the ultim
ate judges of strategic viability.  The U

.S. 
aviation m

arket is deregulated, and airlines are free to serve the m
arkets of their choice.  The 

tw
o m

ain hubbing airlines at O
RD

—
U

nited and A
m

erican—
have indicated their support for 

O
M

P, as a m
eans of accom

m
odating future dem

and in both local and connecting passengers.  
W

hile C
am

pbell-H
ill m

ay have an opinion that increased capacity is not necessary to support 
the hubbing activities of these airlines, U

nited and A
m

erican are on record as stating that such 
increased capacity is necessary.   
 The com

m
enter has stated that FA

A
 has not offered analysis to dem

onstrate that a reduction in 
connecting activity w

ould w
eaken the viability of the hub.  FA

A
 has in fact provided the 

follow
ing evidence and analysis: 

 
• the unconstrained dem

and forecast prepared by FA
A

, w
hich indicates the level of 

future activity expected by FA
A

 to be associated w
ith the continued developm

ent of 
the O

RD
 hub 

• statem
ents by U

nited and A
m

erican, indicating that increased capacity at O
RD

 is 
necessary to support the continued developm

ent of the hub—
not providing this 

capacity w
ould conversely result in a com

prom
ise of the airlines’ hub developm

ent 
plans 

 In fact, the shortfall in analysis is from
 the com

m
enter—

the com
m

enter has not offered 
com

pelling evidence that airlines w
ould choose or otherw

ise prefer an alternative to the 
developm

ent of the O
RD

 hub.  For exam
ple, in the response to com

m
ents on the D

EIS, FA
A

 
provided the exam

ple of STL—
A

m
erican reduced its hub and focused activity on O

RD
.  The 

com
m

enter has not offered any evidence that A
m

erican w
ould reverse this decision and 

suddenly begin m
oving hub operations from

 O
RD

 to STL.   
 134 - FA

A
 does not find the com

parison of O
RD

 to JFK
 com

pelling.  The m
arket conditions, 

airport locations, and population characteristics in the N
ew

 York region and the C
hicago region 

are substantially different. 
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135 – FA
A

 has adequately and responsibly evaluated alternatives and assessed financial 
feasibility and environm

ental im
pacts, contrary to the com

m
enter’s assertion.  The FA

A
 has 

addressed this com
m

ent in its thorough evaluation of reasonable alternatives in the FEIS. 
 The com

m
enter asserts that “regional solutions” in Los A

ngeles and Boston should be used as a 
m

odel for C
hicago.  In the FEIS, FA

A
 provides the reasons w

hy the C
hicago region is different 

from
 the Los A

ngeles region, and therefore w
hy the regional airport solutions are necessarily 

different.  M
oreover, as noted earlier, the FA

A
 responds to the airport sponsor’s proposal for 

im
provem

ent.  Thus, the particular path selected by Los A
ngeles and Boston recently, and 

C
hicago in 1984, evidenced a respect for the lim

ited expectations of physical im
provem

ents.   
Such respect for the role of the sponsor is equally appropriate w

hen that sponsor, as is now
 true 

in C
hicago, has adopted a m

ore expansive and am
bitious approach to airport im

provem
ents. 

   136/137-  The com
m

enter asserts that FA
A

 “has no basis” for conclusions regarding the use of 
m

ultiple airports in a region.  FA
A

 presented data in the FEIS on m
ulti-airport regions, and this 

is the basis for FA
A

 conclusions.  The com
m

enter has not provided com
pelling alternative 

evidence that w
ould produce reasonable alternative conclusions.  The com

m
enter’s opinion is 

supported instead by statem
ents such as “could sim

ply be”, w
hich does not, in FA

A
’s view

, 
represent com

pelling evidence.  A
nything “could sim

ply be”, but this does not m
ean there is a 

logical reason for it.   
 The com

m
enter cites exam

ples of m
ulti-airport regions (Los A

ngeles, San Francisco, 
W

ashington/Baltim
ore, N

ew
 York, and C

hicago).  These w
ere all considered by FA

A
.  The 

com
m

enter does not offer any data or analysis related to these m
ulti-airport regions w

hich 
w

ould refute the conclusions reached by FA
A

. 
 138/139 - The com

m
enter asserts that capitalized interest should be included as a capital cost.  

FA
A

 has responded to this com
m

ent in the FEIS.  To further clarify, FA
A

 understands that 
capitalized interest is a cost associated w

ith the im
plem

entation of O
M

P.  This cost has been 
included as a financing cost in the financing plan for O

M
P.  To include capitalized interest as a 

capital cost w
ould be a “double-count” of this cost, as it has already been included as a 

financing cost.  This has been explained in the FEIS, beginning on page U
.4-562. 

 140 - The com
m

enter has cited data from
 FA

SB.  This is interesting, but does not change the fact 
that capitalized interest has been accounted for in the O

M
P financing plan. 

 141/142 - The FA
A

’s understanding of capitalized interest does not com
port w

ith that of the 
com

m
enter. 

 143 – The FA
A

 does not agree w
ith C

am
pbell-H

ill’s analysis. 
 144 - The com

m
enter asserts that FA

A
 has asserted that interest expense during construction 

should not be capitalized.  This assertion is sim
ply w

rong.  FA
A

 has stated that the O
M

P 
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financing plan includes interest capitalized during construction, and has reported the am
ount of 

this capitalized interest.  W
hat FA

A
 has stated is that it w

ould be incorrect to include such 
capitalized interest as both a capital cost and an interest cost.  See FEIS response to com

m
ents. 

 145 - The com
m

enter asserts that the C
ity did not include the cost of interest during 

construction.  The FA
A

 addressed this com
m

ent in the FEIS response to com
m

ents. 
 146/147 -   FA

A
 directs the com

m
enter to response to com

m
ent 20 of this docum

ent. 
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A
s requested, w

e have studied the 37-page affidavit of K
enneth Flem

ing, dated Septem
ber 5, 

2005.  This affidavit w
as part of a package of com

m
ents subm

itted to the FA
A

 in response to the 
agency’s invitation for public com

m
ents on portions of the Final Environm

ental Im
pact 

Statem
ent and the FA

A
’s proposed resolution of religious liberty issues.  For ease of reference, 

our analysis of his com
m

ents w
ill track his affidavit, and w

ill indicate our specific response to 
his assertions through our adoption of the sam

e paragraph num
bering convention used by M

r. 
Flem

ing.  Som
e assertions require no com

m
ent, and others that fall beyond the scope of our 

assignm
ent are answ

ered elsew
here in response to com

m
ents. 

 ¶ 1-9   M
r. Flem

ing has a Ph.D
 in Econom

ics, served as a Professor of Econom
ics at the A

ir 
Force A

cadem
y, is a form

er A
ir Force pilot, and presently is w

ith Em
bry-Riddle A

eronautical 
U

niversity.  W
e find no need to com

m
ent on these qualifications, other than to note that M

r. 
Flem

ing’s view
s of various O

’H
are runw

ay layout alternatives and derivatives suggest an 
approach to air traffic issues starkly different from

 those em
ployed by the FA

A
.  M

r. Flem
ing 

w
ould operate O

’H
are in w

ays that are contrary to existing FA
A

 air traffic procedures.  H
is 

approach presents  operational issues w
hich w

ould require the FA
A

 to im
pose severe 

reductions in operations in order to assure an adequate level of safety.  H
e also appears to have 

an incom
plete understanding of how

 the Selected A
lternative is designed to be im

plem
ented.  

Each of these criticism
s is identified in detail in our analysis of his com

m
ents below

. 

¶ 13  M
r. Flem

ing declares that A
lternative C

, the Selected A
lternative, is “the least prudent and 

feasible alternative” and that there are other “viable, prudent and feasible alternatives” that w
ill 

accom
plish the agency’s stated purpose and need better than A

lternative C
 and w

ithout the 
destruction of the cem

eteries.  W
e note that the FEIS, as a result of detailed and com

prehensive 
m

odeling, has dem
onstrated that the Selected A

lternative perform
s far better than any other 

alternative or derivative considered. 

¶ 14   M
r. Flem

ing’s overall approach is to focus on the availability of “Blended A
lternatives” 

w
hich include a lim

ited num
ber of runw

ay and taxiw
ay facilities com

bined w
ith the use of 

congestion m
anagem

ent to im
pose capacity restrictions in order to m

aintain delays at 
acceptable levels.   The FEIS discussed use of such Blended A

lternatives, and contained the 
FA

A
’s conclusion that such an approach w

ould not m
eet the purpose and need of the proposed 

action. 
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¶ 15  W
e do not dispute the fact that Blended A

lternatives are in use at som
e airports.  Recently, 

a Blended A
lternative including congestion m

anagem
ent w

as approved for Los A
ngeles 

because the airport sponsor w
as unw

illing to m
ake the kind of m

ajor im
provem

ents C
hicago 

w
ishes to do at O

’H
are.  C

ongestion m
anagem

ent is in use at LaG
uardia and W

ashington 
N

ational because the physical confines of those airports preclude m
ajor im

provem
ents as a 

m
atter of basic feasibility.   It has long been the FA

A
’s policy, as expressed in the interim

 
congestion m

anagem
ent order for O

’H
are and in other docum

ents that, given its statutory 
duties to prom

ote air com
m

erce, congestion m
anagem

ent is an appropriate device only w
here 

absolutely necessary and as an interim
 m

easure until long-term
 delay solutions can be 

im
plem

ented. 

¶  17  M
r. Flem

ing uses the 2003 and 2004 Term
inal A

rea Forecast and contends that Phase O
ne 

of the Selected A
lternative w

ill reach gridlock on opening day, and that the full build-out of the 
Selected A

lternative w
ill produce sim

ilar results w
ithin a year of its com

pletion.  The FA
A

 has 
responded to this assertion in its FEIS response to com

m
ents, see A

ppendix U
, at U

.4-534. 

M
r. Flem

ing has provided no new
 inform

ation to cause the FA
A

 to reassess its response to this 
assertion. 

¶¶ 18-20  M
r. Flem

ing asserts that he has m
et w

ith several air traffic controllers w
ho  have 

expressed serious concerns about the safety, efficiency, and utility of the Selected A
lternative.  

W
e are aw

are that several individuals w
ho are or w

ere controllers have expressed their ow
n 

personal view
s about this project.  A

lthough individuals are entitled to their ow
n personal 

opinions, w
e do not believe such expressions of concern are entitled to any w

eight, since M
r. 

Flem
ing has left these controllers unnam

ed and has not provided their A
ir Traffic operational 

background.   

Throughout the Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent (EIS) process, the FA

A
 had a team

 of A
ir 

Traffic C
ontrollers (know

n as the A
ir Traffic W

orking G
roup) assigned to the evaluation of the 

alternatives evaluated.  Representatives from
 both M

anagem
ent and the N

ational A
ir Traffic 

C
ontrollers A

ssociation (N
A

TC
A

) from
 the O

’H
are A

ir Traffic C
ontrol Tow

er, C
hicago 

Term
inal Radar A

pproach C
ontrol (TRA

C
O

N
) facility and the C

hicago C
enter participated on 

this team
.  They invested over 1,400 hours review

ing assum
ptions, iterative m

odel runs, and 
results of the detailed com

puter sim
ulation m

odeling conducted for A
lternatives C

, D
, G

 and 
the N

o A
ction alternative.  U

pon conclusion of this process, the FA
A

 A
ir Traffic W

orking G
roup 

determ
ined that the m

odeling represented, “a reasonable representation of how
 the proposed 

design year airport layouts w
ould be operated, if im

plem
ented at O

’H
are International 

A
irport.”  See, A

ttachm
ent D

-3 FA
A

 A
ir Traffic M

em
o in the FEIS for a sum

m
ary of the A

ir 
Traffic A

ssessm
ent of the m

odeled alternatives.  In addition, the alternatives subm
itted during 

the EIS process, as w
ell as derivatives of A

lternative C
, w

ere thoroughly evaluated by a 
subgroup of the FA

A
’s A

ir Traffic W
ork G

roup. 

¶ 23  C
ontrary to M

r. Flem
ing’s assertion that D

erivatives L-1 and L-2 w
ere given cursory 

treatm
ent because neither satisfied purpose and need, the FA

A
 identified a num

ber of flaw
s in 

each of those options.  It is also true that a num
ber of alternatives and derivatives that could not 

provide m
eaningful delay reduction for unconstrained dem

and w
ere rejected.  The FA

A
 has 
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applied consistent criteria in its consideration of alternatives and derivatives for both 
environm

ental review
 and for purposes of satisfying its obligations under the Religious 

Freedom
 Restoration A

ct. 

¶ 24  M
r. Flem

ing criticizes the FA
A

’s decision to conduct its environm
ental analysis w

ith a 
planning horizon of build-out plus five years.  This is a standard planning horizon for the 
purpose of evaluating environm

ental im
pacts under the N

ational Environm
ental Policy A

ct, 
and m

eets w
ith the approval of the Environm

ental Protection A
gency w

hich is charged by law
 

w
ith grading each EIS. 

¶ 25  A
t som

e point follow
ing the full build out and im

plem
entation of the Selected A

lternative, 
it is likely that additional steps w

ill be necessary to deal w
ith issues of delay that w

ill appear.  
The developm

ent of new
 technology that m

ight address these issues that far in the future is 
very difficult to predict.  W

e do not know
 at this point how

 the FA
A

 w
ill respond to that 

challenge if and w
hen it appears.  Looking backw

ard to 25 or 30 years ago, the technology that 
w

as in use then seem
s prim

itive com
pared to that in use today.  But, betw

een now
 and som

e 
point in the future w

hen O
’H

are delay w
ill again require a response, the Selected A

lternative 
w

ill enable an increase in operations to 1,194,000 annually w
ith an average annual delay of 5.8 

m
inutes per operation.  That delay level is approxim

ately one-third of the delays experienced 
today.  This reduction in delay is also accom

panied by a concurrent increase in approxim
ately 

220,000 additional annual operations and nearly 11 m
illion annual total passengers.  In 

addition, the FA
A

 believes that w
hen approxim

ately 1.4 m
illion operations occur, the A

irport 
w

ould have betw
een 13 and 16 m

inutes of average annual delay w
hich is sim

ilar to the delays 
experienced today.  O

f course, the A
irport w

ould be handling nearly 40%
 m

ore operations than 
today.  It has never been the policy of the FA

A
 to forego such benefits of airport im

provem
ent 

over the reasonably foreseeable future because at som
e point in the m

ore distant future other 
solutions m

ay be required for the challenges of tom
orrow

. 

¶ 31  H
ere w

e respond to M
r. Flem

ing’s criticism
 of the FA

A
’s analysis concerning D

erivative 
C

-1, the Selected A
lternative w

ithout Runw
ay 10C

/28C
 w

hich is planned to be placed directly 
over the present site of St. Johannes C

em
etery. 

M
ost im

portantly, M
r. Flem

ing seem
s to have difficulty w

ith the concept that an airport 
operating w

ith four arrival stream
s w

ill have few
er delays than an airport handling the sam

e 
am

ount of traffic w
ith only three arrival stream

s.  By elim
inating Runw

ay 10C
/28C

 w
hich is 

intended to be used as an arrival runw
ay in all w

eather conditions and in both east and w
est 

flow
, there w

ould be a greater degree of delay in operating the airport.  N
otably, good w

eather 
conditions allow

ing quadruple approaches exist m
ore than 50 percent of the tim

e at O
’H

are.  
This is a very significant benefit, as the m

odeling for A
lternative C

 dem
onstrated. 

It is correct that the FA
A

 does not have procedures developed, as of yet, for quadruple IFR 
approaches at O

’H
are.  H

ow
ever, quadruple V

FR approaches have been developed and 
im

plem
ented by the FA

A
 for use at other airports.  These sam

e procedures are proposed by the 
A

ir Traffic W
orkgroup for A

lternative C
.  W

hen technology and procedures are developed at 
som

e point in the future, A
lternative C

 could provide the capability for IFR quadruple 
approaches. 
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M
r. Flem

ing does not appear to take issue w
ith the FA

A
 statem

ent that C
-1, w

hen operated in 
east flow

, allow
s only tw

o departure stream
s, and that IFR w

eather reduces the airport’s 
departure capacity from

 120 per hour to only 90 per hour, a significant reduction from
 that 

available w
ith A

lternative C
. 

To operate D
erivative C

-1 m
ost efficiently in the absence of Runw

ay 10C
/28C

, w
hich as noted 

earlier w
as intended as an arrival runw

ay in all conditions, Runw
ay 10L/28R m

ust be converted 
from

 a departure to an arrival runw
ay in w

est flow
 conditions.  This is because the intersecting 

paths of Runw
ay 22L departures and arrivals on Runw

ay 28L w
ould require such large 

distances in separation betw
een aircraft as to produce severe delays in both departures and 

arrivals on the south side of the airport. 

H
ow

ever, assigning arrivals to Runw
ay 28R in w

est flow
 m

eans that all departures originally 
intended for that runw

ay m
ust now

 be assigned to Runw
ay 28L.  There are num

erous occasions 
at O

’H
are today w

hen an aircraft captain w
ill reject a runw

ay assignm
ent for takeoff (Runw

ay 
4L) because she or he prefers or requires a runw

ay longer than 7,500 feet.  W
e expect som

e 
controller assignm

ents for aircraft takeoff from
 Runw

ay 28L, also at 7,500 feet in length, to be 
rejected for the sam

e reasons (and by the sam
e pilots). There is no w

ay to predict how
 m

any 
pilots w

ill reject this runw
ay,  but operational experience show

s that w
hen longer runw

ays are 
available at an airport, pilots w

ill request them
.  U

nder these circum
stances, the alternatives are:  

lengthen Runw
ay 10R/28L by extending it into Bensenville so that it w

ill becom
e universally 

acceptable,  allow
 those aircraft to use the longer runw

ays on the north side of the field for 
takeoff, w

hich reduces the efficiency of the airport and increases delays, or reduce the arrival 
rate on Runw

ay 28R to accom
m

odate the requests for a longer takeoff runw
ay.   

Perm
itting a pilot to use a runw

ay other than the one assigned  “im
balances” the airport by 

placing extra dem
and on departure runw

ays north of the term
inal, and by reducing the 

departure rate as aircraft originally intended to depart from
 Runw

ay 28L reject that assignm
ent 

and use Runw
ay 27L instead.  The departure rate is reduced because controllers assign aircraft 

to specific departure runw
ays based on the aircraft’s destination.  For exam

ple, in D
erivative C

-
1 operating in w

est flow
, traffic headed to the east (C

leveland, Pittsburgh, N
ew

 York, Boston or 
W

ashington) w
ould be assigned Runw

ay 22L.  Im
m

ediately upon departure, those aircraft are 
turned east.  Traffic headed to the south (St. Louis, M

em
phis, A

tlanta, or M
iam

i) w
ould be 

assigned Runw
ay 28L, and turned to the south several m

iles after departure.  W
estbound traffic 

(D
enver, Phoenix, Los A

ngeles, Las V
egas) w

ould be assigned Runw
ay 27L for departure.  But, 

w
hen an A

tlanta-bound aircraft rejects Runw
ay 28L because of its seem

ingly inadequate length 
and gets in the queue w

ith w
estbound traffic using Runw

ay 27L, that A
tlanta flight on Runw

ay 
27L requires special handling from

 tow
er controllers.  The A

tlanta flight m
ust be inserted into 

the stream
 of departure traffic that used Runw

ay 28L and are all heading south.  N
ot only m

ust 
the tow

er controller insert the A
tlanta flight into a new

 departure stream
; she or he m

ust also 
insure that other departures to the south on Runw

ay 28L, such as one to St. Louis, are held on 
the ground so that the A

tlanta-based flight can be turned so that it w
ill be to the east of the 

flight path of the St. Louis-based aircraft. Ensuring this type of adequate separation betw
een 

aircraft is likely to adversely im
pact the departure rate of all O

’H
are runw

ays, thereby 
im

pairing the overall efficiency of the airport. 
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Sim
ilar inefficiencies afflict D

erivative C
-1 in east flow

.  A
s noted earlier, this operating 

configuration allow
s only tw

o departure stream
s in both V

FR and IFR conditions, thereby 
reducing capacity and increasing delays.. 

In addition to these long-term
 lim

itations, D
erivative C

-1 deprives O
’H

are of a critical runw
ay 

during the build-out of the overall project.  A
s tw

o runw
ays are decom

m
issioned, and new

 ones 
constructed, the sequence in w

hich these events occur is critical to m
aintain efficient operations.  

Runw
ay 10C

/28C
 is planned to be built early in the overall process of im

plem
enting the 

Selected A
lternative.  Its absence w

ould cause significant short-term
 delay issues, along w

ith all 
the other perm

anent lim
itations that w

ould preclude this D
erivative from

 achieving a level of 
delay reduction necessary to achieving the goals of proposed action. 

¶¶  32-33  In D
erivatives C

-2 and C
-3, the FA

A
 considered the option of shortening Runw

ay 
10C

/28C
 from

 10,800 feet to 7,500 feet and 6,900 feet, respectively, in order to avoid St. Johannes 
C

em
etery.  M

r. Flem
ing’s com

m
ents on both derivatives are sim

ilar, and so w
e have chosen to 

respond to his analysis in the sam
e consolidated fashion. 

M
r. Flem

ing seriously m
isunderstands the operational consequences of shortening a critical 

arrival runw
ay by either 2,100 feet or 3,900 feet.  It is true that there are airports w

here the 
longest runw

ay is only 7,500 or 6,900 feet (W
ashington N

ational and La G
uardia, for exam

ple), 
and such runw

ays are regularly used in all conditions.  It is also true, how
ever, that the 

availability of longer runw
ays, especially in adverse w

eather conditions, m
eans that in the real 

w
orld, airline pilots w

ill reject the shorter runw
ay and dem

and to land on a longer one.  W
e 

know
 this from

 our experience at O
’H

are today.  A
doption of D

erivative C
-2 w

ould cause 
aircraft that could have landed on Runw

ay 10C
/28C

 at its originally designed length of 10,800 
feet to reject that runw

ay in its shortened state.  Instead,  som
e pilots w

ould request a longer 
runw

ay, w
hich is only available on the north side of the airfield.  These requests, especially in 

adverse w
eather, w

ill interrupt the sm
ooth flow

 of arrival traffic from
 the several navigational 

fixes som
e  60-80 m

iles from
 O

’H
are.  A

t each of those points, controllers line up aircraft for 
landing on a specific runw

ay at O
’H

are.  Because Runw
ays 10C

/28C
  and 9C

/27C
 are both 

intended to serve constant stream
s of arrival traffic, the line of aircraft for a particular O

’H
are 

runw
ay m

ay extend alm
ost 100 m

iles, to the east or w
est of the airport, depending on w

ind 
conditions.  W

hen a pilot reaches the navigational fix w
here her or his aircraft is positioned w

ith 
others for arrival on a shortened Runw

ay 28C
, and rejects that assignm

ent in favor of Runw
ay 

27C
 because of its greater length, the constant stream

 of arrivals is severely disrupted. The 
controller w

orking approaches to Runw
ay 28C

 on the south side of the airport m
ust coordinate 

w
ith her or his counterpart w

orking the north side to insert the non-conform
ing aircraft into 

that other approach stream
 for Runw

ay 27C
.  In addition to provoking serious controller 

w
orkload concerns, the reduced ability to segregate arrivals in conform

ing stream
s of traffic 

reduces the operational efficiency of the airport by increasing arrival delays. 

M
r. Flem

ing sim
ilarly m

isunderstands the unique operation of the Selected A
lternative as it 

functions on the ground, and therefore he erroneously concludes that there w
ill be no difference 

in runw
ay crossing procedures betw

een it and D
erivatives C

-2 or C
-3.  The Selected A

lternative 
designates Runw

ay 10L/28R as a departure runw
ay.  It w

ill be 13,000 feet in length.  Because of 
its great length, aircraft departing from

 this runw
ay w

ill not need to use its full length, except 
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for certain international departures to Tokyo, H
ong K

ong, Rom
e, and sim

ilarly distant points.  
Instead, m

ost aircraft w
ill be assigned an “intersection” departure, from

 a point w
here a 

taxiw
ay connects to the runw

ay som
e 3,000 feet from

 the beginning of the runw
ay so that 10,000 

feet w
ould still be available for takeoff.  By using intersection departures, traffic landing on 

Runw
ays 10C

/28C
 and 10R/28L w

ill be able to reach the term
inal by taxiing across Runw

ay 
10L/28R,  behind the intersection departure point.  In this m

anner, these arrival aircraft can 
proceed to the term

inal unim
peded by the departure activity on the departure runw

ay.  
C

ontrary to M
r. Flem

ing’s assertion at ¶ 32.4, the take off aircraft w
ill not need to be held in 

place until the arrival aircraft crosses the departure runw
ay, w

hich w
ould be the case if 

Runw
ay 10C

 w
ere shortened. 

Those operational benefits, how
ever, are no longer available w

ith D
erivatives C

-2 and C
-3.  

A
lthough shortening Runw

ay 10C
/28C

 w
ill not affect the intersection departures on Runw

ay 
10L/28R, the shortened runw

ay w
ill have its w

estern term
inus relocated by either 2,100 or 3,900 

feet.   In other w
ords, the ends of these tw

o runw
ays w

ill be staggered on the w
est.  A

t the end 
of each runw

ay, there is a Runw
ay Protection Zone (“RPZ”) in w

hich no aircraft m
ovem

ent is 
perm

itted w
hen the runw

ay is being used by aircraft.  W
hen Runw

ay 10C
/28C

 is shortened, the 
relocated RPZ effectively closes the taxiw

ay the arrival aircraft w
ould  use to taxi behind the 

departure point of Runw
ay 10L.  A

s a result, C
-2 and C

-3 w
ould have the sam

e type of 
“dependency” requiring the interruption of departures to allow

 arriving aircraft to cross the 
active departure runw

ay.  A
s w

e know
 from

 the O
’H

are problem
s of today, such runw

ay 
dependency exacts a serious toll on efficiency in order to ensure safety under those conditions.  
W

ith up to 60 arrivals per hour needing to cross the active departure runw
ay, the operational 

efficiency of the departure runw
ay w

ould be com
prom

ised in a m
ajor fashion. 

M
r. Flem

ing is equally dism
issive of the FA

A
’s concerns w

ith w
ake turbulence issues generated 

by D
erivatives C

-2 and C
-3.  A

gain, because the threshold of Runw
ay 10C

/28C
 is so severely 

staggered in its shortened condition, aircraft w
ould land on Runw

ay 10C
 parallel to the very 

point w
here aircraft are departing from

 Runw
ay 10L.  The Selected A

lternative avoids this 
problem

 by aligning the thresholds of these tw
o runw

ay even w
ith each other so that aircraft 

landing on Runw
ay 10C

 touch dow
n at a point w

ell before departure aircraft on Runw
ay 10L 

becom
e airborne, thus avoiding the w

ake turbulence.  Thus, these derivatives create another 
runw

ay dependency, im
pacting efficiency in both arrivals and departures on these runw

ays, 
and potentially derogating safety.  M

r. Flem
ing’s response to this problem

 is to m
inim

ize w
ake 

turbulence concerns by assigning larger aircraft w
ith greater w

ake turbulence potential to other 
runw

ays.   O
f course, this “solution” creates the sam

e problem
 identified above, as approach 

controllers scram
ble to interrupt arrival stream

s established m
any m

iles from
 O

’H
are to allocate 

runw
ays based on aircraft size rather than point of origin.  This increases com

plexity for both 
the pilot and controller, increases controller w

orkload and reduces efficiency. 

The m
easures the FA

A
 w

ould need to take in order to ensure that D
erivatives C

-2 and C
-3 

w
ould operate safely seriously cripple the ability of these m

easures to provide a level of delay 
reduction close to that of the Selected A

lternative. 
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¶  34-35  D
erivatives C

-4 and C
-5 w

ere created by the FA
A

 to exam
ine O

’H
are operations w

ith 
Runw

ay 10C
/28C

 shifted to the south som
e 350 and 450 feet respectively in an attem

pt to avoid 
St. Johannes C

em
etery. 

M
r. Flem

ing dow
nplays the FA

A
’s application of its airport safety and design standards to 

these D
erivatives. TERPS are FA

A
 standards that govern the height of buildings and objects in 

relation to runw
ays.  A

pplying TERPS, the FA
A

 can construct a new
 air traffic control tow

er to 
handle aircraft using Runw

ay 10R/28L on a sm
all sliver of land betw

een the “protected 
surfaces” for Runw

ay 10C
/28C

 and Runw
ay 10R/28L.  A

s applied here, TERPS provides an 
adequate m

easure of safety by precluding obstructions that could com
prom

ise an aircraft 
conducting a m

issed approach to a landing runw
ay.  If Runw

ay 10C
/28C

 is shifted south, the 
relocated runw

ay invades the space protected by TERPS for the south tow
er.  W

hen TERPS is 
violated in this m

anner, the FA
A

 is required either to shorten the height of the tow
er to protect 

for such m
issed approaches, or m

ust im
pose greater separation betw

een the aircraft using the 
tw

o southernm
ost runw

ays and establish m
ore stringent m

inim
um

s for aircraft landing these 
tw

o runw
ays.  If shortening the tow

er height causes an obstructed line of sight, then operational 
restrictions are the only recourse.  C

ontrary to M
r. Flem

ing’s assertion, there w
ould be 

occasions w
hen the FA

A
 w

ould operate these derivatives in a m
anner involving landing traffic 

on 10R/28L.  

Shifting Runw
ay 10C

/28C
 also creates w

ake turbulence issues that are not present in the 
Selected A

lternative.  A
lthough M

r. Flem
ing attem

pts to m
inim

ize these concerns by stating 
that they only occur in w

est flow
, that 45 percent of the tim

e the airfield is operated in this 
m

anner present significant and legitim
ate concerns.  W

hen Runw
ay 10C

/28C
 is m

oved south, 
the aircraft arriving on Runw

ay 28C
 pass directly over Runw

ay 22L at about the point w
here 

departing aircraft becom
e airborne.  The farther south the runw

ay is relocated, the greater the 
possibility  for w

ake turbulence events.  M
r. Flem

ing’s response is for pilots to use a low
er 

pow
er setting so that their aircraft w

ill have a longer takeoff roll, use m
ore runw

ay, and achieve 
flight after passing below

 the w
ake turbulence of arriving aircraft.  W

e know
 of no airline 

captain w
ho w

ould voluntarily adopt such a m
aneuver, and w

e know
 of no authority at the 

FA
A

 for it to com
pel such a bizarre and potentially dangerous procedure.  The real alternative 

is that traffic departing Runw
ay 22L w

ill be held in position on the runw
ay until the w

ake 
turbulence event has passed.  H

ow
ever, w

ith som
e  40 arrivals per hour expected on Runw

ay 
28C

, the utility of Runw
ay 22L as one of only three departure runw

ays w
ould be severely 

com
prom

ised. 

A
s w

ith the other derivatives generated by FA
A

, w
e again see how

 each of the pieces of the 
airport relate to each other, and how

, w
hen one is changed, that change has im

pacts on other 
runw

ays and the overall efficiency of the airfield.  For D
erivatives C

-4 and C
-5, these 

cum
ulative lim

itations on operations w
ould be required in order to safely operate either of 

these derivatives.  A
s a result, they have the real-w

orld potential to handle considerably less 
traffic than the Selected A

lternative.    

¶¶ 36-42  D
erivatives L-1 and L-2 w

ere subm
itted to the FA

A
 as potential airport runw

ay 
designs that could avoid St. Johannes C

em
etery. 
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M
ost of M

r. Flem
ing’s criticism

 of the FA
A

’s earlier analysis rests on a totally unfounded 
assum

ption:  that the C
ity of C

hicago w
ill only build Phase O

ne of this project, and that such a 
truncated im

provem
ent project w

ould not operate as w
ell as either D

erivative L-1 or L-2.  The 
FA

A
 in its EIS and in this RO

D
 have concluded that the entire project w

ill be com
pleted.  But, in 

m
aking this assertion, M

r. Flem
ing also m

akes the point that is of principal concern to us.  M
r. 

Flem
ing reports that controllers have advised him

 the FA
A

’s plan to begin the Selected 
A

lternative w
ith the construction of the northernm

ost runw
ay, Runw

ay 9L/27R w
ill cause 

gridlock at the airport.  A
ccordingly, M

r. Flem
ing argues that the addition of one new

 runw
ay 

on the far south end of the airport w
ould operate m

uch better. 

M
r. Flem

ing’s statem
ent about Phase O

ne producing gridlock is w
rong, for w

hen O
’H

are is on 
Plan X (East Flow

), and using Runw
ays 4L, 32L and 32R, the new

 runw
ay w

ill not be in use.  
But, w

hen Runw
ays 32L and 32R are decom

m
issioned, the new

ly built Runw
ay 9L/27R w

ill 
becom

e fully operational.  M
ore im

portantly, how
ever, the reason for M

r. Flem
ing’s concern 

appears to be his recognition that on the north side of the airport, the addition of Runw
ay 

9L/27R adds to the existing com
plexity of the existing “runw

ay triangle.”   These intersecting 
runw

ays are all dependent upon each other, in the sense that the use of one im
plicates and 

lim
its the use of another.  The genius of the O

M
P is that it breaks the runw

ay triangle in favor of 
m

odern airport architecture.  The problem
 w

ith D
erivatives L-1 and L-2 is that they retain the 

triangle. 

W
e cannot agree w

ith M
r. Flem

ing in his assertion that D
erivative L-1 w

ill perform
 better than 

Phase O
ne of the Selected A

lternative.  H
e is incorrect in asserting L-1’s capacity of a balanced 

airfield w
ith 120 arrivals and 120 departures in all w

eather conditions. For a configuration to 
sustain this balance, it w

ould require three independent arrival and three independent 
departure runw

ays w
ith no dependencies betw

een any of the runw
ays.  A

lternative L-1 does 
not have this capability.  A

ll departures on Runw
ay 32L “are dependent on…

”w
ith arrivals on 

Runw
ay 9L.  A

rrivals to Runw
ay 9L cross runw

ay Runw
ay 32L approxim

ately 5,600 feet from
 

the departure point.  Therefore, air traffic m
ust increase the inter-arrival spacing for Runw

ay 9L 
arrivals in order to m

eet the separation requirem
ents for both arrivals on Runw

ay 9L and 
departures on Runw

ay 32L.  In addition, Runw
ay 4L departures becom

e dependent upon  
Runw

ay 9L arrivals.  Finally, due to the runw
ay spacing of Runw

ays 9R and 10L, these 
runw

ays m
ust be treated as one runw

ay and additional  dependencies are created for arrival on 
Runw

ay 9R and departures on Runw
ay 10L.  U

ltim
ately, it m

akes little difference w
hether, as 

M
r. Flem

ing asserts, D
erivative L-1 perform

s as w
ell as, or better than Phase O

ne of the Selected 
A

lternative.  This is because the FA
A

 believes the full O
M

P w
ill be constructed as approved 

here, and that the Selected A
lternative has the dem

onstrated capacity to handle far greater 
volum

es of traffic at low
er levels of delay. 

D
erivatives L-1 and L-2 allow

 for triple stream
s of arrivals, unlike the Selected A

lternative that 
allow

s quadruple stream
s in V

FR w
eather.  M

oreover, these derivatives do not operate nearly 
as w

ell as the Selected A
lternative because of other dependencies in addition to those listed 

im
m

ediately above. First,  in east flow
, controllers w

ould have arrivals assigned to Runw
ays 9L, 

9R, and 10.  D
epartures w

ould rem
ain assigned to Runw

ays 32L, 4L and 9L.  A
rrivals to 

Runw
ay 9R and 10 w

ould be independent.  H
ow

ever, arrivals to Runw
ay 9L w

ould be  



O
’H

are International A
irport 

 
R

ecord of D
ecision 

R
esponse to C

om
m

ents 
A

.2-178 
Septem

ber 2005 

dependent w
ith Runw

ay 32L departures and also w
ith Runw

ay 9R arrivals.  Runw
ay 9L 

departures becom
e dependent w

ith Runw
ay 9L arrivals and w

ith Runw
ay 4L departures.  

Finally, Runw
ay 4L departures  becom

e dependent w
ith Runw

ay 9L arrivals and departures.  
A

ll of this dependencies w
ould lead to inefficiencies and increased delays.  Secondly, w

est flow
 

w
ould produce sim

ilar dependencies that could only reduce the efficiency of the configuration.  
A

rrivals w
ould be assigned to Runw

ays 27R, 27L and 28L.  D
epartures w

ould be assigned to 
Runw

ays 32L, 32R and 22L.  A
rrivals on Runw

ay 27R w
ould be dependent w

ith Runw
ay 32L 

departures.  The m
ost significant dependency w

ould be arrivals on Runw
ay 28L and  

departures on Runw
ay 22L.  Runw

ay 28L arrivals w
ould cross Runw

ay 22L approxim
ately 

7,000’ dow
n the runw

ay.  In light of FA
A

 standards for separation of such traffic, the distance 
betw

een arrival aircraft on Runw
ay 28L w

ould reduce significantly the efficiency of this 
operation.  In sum

m
ary, in both east and w

est flow
 IFR conditions, air traffic w

ould have to 
take steps to operate these D

erivatives in a m
anner that w

ould have the im
m

ediate effect of 
reducing capacity and increasing delays.  

M
r. Flem

ing is critical of the FA
A

’s earlier analysis of the L-1 East Flow
 and W

est Flow
 capacity 

in w
hich the agency found lim

ited benefits to capacity or delay reduction.  In response to his 
criticism

, w
e suggest it is im

portant to rem
em

ber that additional runw
ays do not necessarily 

m
ean additional capacity.  The proposed layout of any new

 runw
ays, including their 

relationship w
ith other existing runw

ays, is pivotal in determ
ining the perform

ance of the 
proposed airfield.  A

fter review
ing his critique, w

e still believe that the L-1 configuration w
ould 

perform
 only m

arginally better than our existing Plan X.  W
e understand that the FEIS 

considers Plan X to be part of the “N
o A

ction” A
lternative, and therefore the slight 

im
provem

ent produced by D
erivative L-1 over today’s situation represents only m

inim
al 

im
provem

ent, at best.   

Today, Plan X has three arrival runw
ays (Runw

ays 4R, 9R, and 9L) and four departure runw
ays 

(Runw
ays 32L, 32R, 4L and 9L).  D

epartures on Runw
ay 32L are dependent w

ith arrivals to 
Runw

ay 9L.  D
epartures on Runw

ay 32R are dependent w
ith departures on Runw

ays 4L and 
Runw

ay 9L.  D
epartures on Runw

ay 4L are dependent w
ith arrivals on Runw

ay 9L, and 
departures on Runw

ays 32R and 9L.  In contrast, D
erivative L-1 East Flow

 has three arrival 
runw

ays (Runw
ays 9L, 9R, and 10R) and three departure runw

ays (Runw
ays 32L, 4L, and 10L).  

There are no differences betw
een the num

bers of arrival or departure runw
ays.  The north side 

of this proposed configuration is sim
ilar to the  dependencies in existing Plan X although no 

departures are assigned to Runw
ay 9L or Runw

ay 32R. This reduction in  dependency m
ay 

result in m
arginally better perform

ance.  A
s w

ith Plan X, departures on Runw
ay 32L w

ould  be  
dependent w

ith Runw
ay 9L arrivals.  A

rrival spacing w
ould be the sam

e as today for Runw
ay 

9L arrivals.  O
n the south side of the airfield, due to the runw

ay spacing, arrivals on Runw
ay 9R 

w
ould have a dependency  w

ith departures on Runw
ay 10L. O

verall, this configuration w
ould 

perform
 m

arginally better than existing Plan X due to the reduced coordination on the north 
airfield.   

Sim
ilarly, D

erivative L-1 in W
est Flow

 w
ould have three arrival runw

ays (Runw
ays 27R, 27L, 

and 28L).  D
epartures on Runw

ay 32R w
ould  be dependent w

ith arrivals on Runw
ay 27R.  

D
epartures on Runw

ay 27L w
ould have a dependency w

ith departures on Runw
ay 28R.  
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H
ow

ever, this  relationship is less intensive than m
ust be conducted on the existing Plan W

 
w

hich  causes departures on Runw
ay 32R to be dependent w

ith arrivals on Runw
ay 22R and 

27R, and m
akes departures on Runw

ay 22L  dependent w
ith arrivals on Runw

ay 27L.  
A

lthough this configuration perform
s m

arginally better than existing Plan W
, it does not 

accom
m

odate the forecast level of aviation activity through the planning horizon.  Perhaps, this 
is the reason that M

r. Flem
ing insists on com

paring L-1 w
ith Phase O

ne of the O
M

P rather than 
w

ith the Selected A
lternative. 

L-1 proposes a shortened Runw
ay 10C

/28C
 to 8,000, to avoid St. Johannes on the w

est end of the 
runw

ay.  H
ow

ever, the RPZ for that runw
ay w

ould likely preclude public attendance at the 
cem

etery, and further shortening of this runw
ay to alleviate this problem

 w
ould render it 

useless. 

W
ith regard to D

erivative L-2, the FA
A

 found that it w
ould perform

 w
orse than today’s airfield 

in delay reduction. The north side of this proposed configuration is very sim
ilar to the 

dependencies in existing Plan X.  H
ow

ever, due to the location of the runw
ays and the 

geom
etry created by the new

 runw
ays, the operation w

ould not perform
 as efficiently.  

D
epartures on Runw

ay 32L w
ould be dependent w

ith Runw
ay 9L arrivals.  The new

 Runw
ay 

9L is m
oved further north, causing the intersection of the extended centerline of Runw

ay 9L to 
be farther from

 the departure point on Runw
ay 32L.  A

rrival spacing w
ould have to be 

increased on Runw
ay 9L arrivals.  The new

 Runw
ay 9L w

ould cross Runw
ay 4L farther from

 
the departure point.  Therefore, Runw

ay 4L departures w
ould have to be held in position on the 

runw
ay aw

aiting departure longer until the Runw
ay 9L arrival is through the intersection of the 

tw
o runw

ays.  This additional  degree of dependency w
ould result in a configuration that 

w
ould perform

 w
orse than Plan X today.   

 A
lso, w

e disagree w
ith the com

m
enter’s assertion that retaining Runw

ay 14R/32L is necessary.  
A

s part of the A
irport Layout Plan analysis, it w

as determ
ined based on an analysis of 10-years 

of historical w
eather data that the proposed airfield (w

ithout either Runw
ay 14L/32R or 

Runw
ay 14R/32L) exceeds the requirem

ent in FA
A

 standards.  FA
A

 A
dvisory C

ircular 
150/5300-13 – A

irport D
esign in A

ppendix 1 – W
ind A

nalysis paragraph 3. C
overage and 

O
rientation of Runw

ays states that “The desirable w
ind coverage for an airport is 95 percent, 

based on the total num
bers of w

eather observations.”  For O
’H

are, w
ith a crossw

ind com
ponent 

of 16 knots (w
hich is typical for large air carrier aircraft) the proposed runw

ay layout provides 
99.8%

 coverage.  If the FA
A

 w
ere to retain this runw

ay, it w
ould rarely be placed in use because 

its intersections w
ith other runw

ays reduce its effectiveness and active use w
ould im

pede traffic 
destined to and from

 the new
 w

estern term
inal. 

In its earlier analysis, the FA
A

 also observed that D
erivatives L-1 and L-2, w

hen com
bined w

ith 
som

e or all of the com
ponents of each, w

ould produce m
any of the problem

s associated w
ith 

each w
hile providing few

 benefits in term
s of delay reduction for unconstrained traffic in the 

future.  A
gain, com

parison to Phase O
ne of the O

M
P is not especially relevant w

hen the goal of 
this project is to reduce delay at present and projected traffic levels. The FA

A
 has not com

pared 
D

erivatives L-1 and L-2 w
ith A

lternative B, the initial phase of O
’H

are im
provem

ent.  Instead, 
the appropriate com

parison is w
ith A

lternative C
, the Selected A

lternative that produces only 
5.9 m

inutes of delay at 1,194,000 operations.  W
hen m

easured against the Selected A
lternative,  
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it is clear that these derivatives fall far short of achieving m
eaningful delay reduction during the 

planning horizon. 

¶ 43  D
erivative M

 w
as generated by the FA

A
 in response to a new

scast in w
hich an individual 

asserted that a single new
 runw

ay in the southernm
ost part of the airport could accom

plish the 
delay reduction sought by the O

M
P at a fraction of the cost and w

ithout the need to take St. 
Johannes C

em
etery.  The agency’s analysis of D

erivative M
 found that it allow

ed quadruple 
approaches only during east flow

 in good w
eather, and even then, higher than norm

al landing 
m

inim
a w

ould apply because of the converging traffic assigned to Runw
ay 4R. FA

A
 also found 

that in IFR conditions, the requirem
ent for a 5,000 foot separation betw

een parallel runw
ays for 

triple sim
ultaneous landings reduced this derivative to tw

o stream
s of traffic.  There is no 

im
provem

ent in capacity on the north side of the field, as the runw
ay triangle is retained intact. 

In response, M
r. Flem

ing asserts that the lim
itation on quadruple landings is of no consequence, 

because “discussions w
ith local air traffic controllers at O

’H
are show

 conclusively that triple 
approaches are all that are needed to handle V

FR capacity at O
’H

are.”  (¶ 43.1, p. 32).  W
e 

com
pletely disagree.  O

ne of the significant lim
itations to the existing airport configuration is 

w
hen the w

eather transitions from
 good to poor w

eather, the airport loses the capability of 
operating triple converging approaches.  The airport users schedule their activity based on the 
greatest capacity configurations, w

ith the assum
ption that three arrival runw

ays w
ill be 

available every day.  Therefore w
hen the w

eather turns poor, the ability to operate triple 
approaches is lost, resulting in flight cancellations and increased delays.  W

ith a forecast 
increase in traffic of approxim

ately 23%
 over the planning horizon, it is reasonable to say that 

delays w
ould be significantly higher w

ithout being able to address the disparity betw
een good 

w
eather and poor w

eather. The Selected A
lternative provides quadruple stream

s of arrivals in 
good w

eather in both east and w
est flow

, and triple stream
s in IFR conditions. 

M
r. Flem

ing takes issue w
ith the earlier FA

A
 statem

ent that triple approaches for IFR east or 
w

est flow
 w

ould not be allow
ed for D

erivative M
 or N

, because a controller told him
 that the 

special equipm
ent required for such activity could be ordered.  W

hat M
r. Flem

ing m
isses is that 

even if such activity w
ere possible, triple IFR approaches in either flow

 w
ould not be 

independent or operationally efficient.  First, east flow
 w

ould have arrivals assigned to 
Runw

ays 9L, 9R, and 10.  D
epartures w

ould rem
ain assigned to Runw

ays 32L, 4L and 9L.  
A

rrivals to Runw
ay 9R and 10 w

ould be independent.  H
ow

ever, arrivals to Runw
ay 9L w

ould 
be a dependent and highly coordinated operation.  Runw

ay 32L departures w
ould be 

dependent w
ith Runw

ay 9R arrivals.  Runw
ay 9L departures w

ould be dependent w
ith arrivals 

on this Runw
ay and w

ith Runw
ay 4L departures.  Finally, Runw

ay 4L departures w
ould be 

dependent w
ith Runw

ay 9L arrivals and departures.  A
ll of these dependencies lead to 

inefficiencies and increased delays.  V
irtually nothing is done to address the inherent 

dependencies and lim
itations of the existing runw

ay triangle.  Second, w
est flow

 w
ould have 

sim
ilar coordination requirem

ents reducing the efficiency of the configuration.  A
rrivals w

ould 
be assigned to Runw

ays 27R, 27L and 28.  D
epartures w

ould be assigned to Runw
ays 32L, 32R 

and 22L.  A
rrivals on Runw

ay 27R w
ould be dependent w

ith Runw
ay 32L departures.  The 

m
ost significant dependency w

ould be arrivals on Runw
ay 28 and the necessary coordination 

w
ith departures on Runw

ay 22L.  Runw
ay 28 arrivals w

ould cross Runw
ay 22L approxim

ately 
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7,000’ dow
n the runw

ay.  This w
ould increase the inter-arrival separations on Runw

ay 28 
significantly reducing the efficiency of this operation.  In sum

m
ary, in both IFR conditions, the 

num
ber of departures w

ould be significantly low
er than arrivals, especially in the east flow

 
operation.  A

ir traffic w
ould have to increase the arrival separations to allow

 the departures to 
leave, in order to m

aintain a balanced airfield. 

A
lthough proposed Runw

ay 10/28 in D
erivative M

 w
as evaluated as a prim

ary arrival runw
ay, 

it w
ould be used as a departure runw

ay during certain w
ind and w

eather conditions.  For this 
analysis the FA

A
 assum

ed that the proposed runw
ay w

ould be 7,500’.  M
r. Flem

ing’s 
suggestion to shorten the runw

ay by 1000’ (7500’ to 6500’) to prevent the overlap of the Runw
ay 

Safety A
reas of Runw

ay 28L and Runw
ay 4R w

ould severely lim
it the num

ber of aircraft able to 
arrive on the runw

ay and w
ould elim

inate a m
ajority of the fleet m

ix from
 using this runw

ay as 
departure runw

ay.  Furtherm
ore, the suggestion of shifting the runw

ay w
est to avoid 

shortening the runw
ay w

ould m
ost likely result in the sam

e land envelop proposed for 
acquisition under the Selected A

lternative.  Thus, the land envelop in the sam
e southw

est 
quadrant m

ay have to be acquired w
ith this derivative as the Selected A

lternative w
ith 

significantly few
er operational benefits. 

A
lso, w

e cannot accept the assertion that under this D
erivative, the railroad yard w

ould not 
need to be relocated. The FA

A
 agrees that the physical runw

ay itself w
ould not infringe on the 

railroad yard.  H
ow

ever, the Runw
ay Safety A

rea on the southw
est side of the approach end of 

Runw
ay 10R w

ould encroach on the northern m
ost portion of the railroad yard requiring at 

least a partial relocation.  FA
A

 A
dvisory C

ircular 150/5300-13 A
irport D

esign states that a 
runw

ay safety area shall be, “cleared and graded and have no potentially hazardous ruts, 
hum

ps, depressions, or other surface variations.”  In addition, that docum
ent also provides that 

a runw
ay safety shall be, “free of objects, except for objects that need to be located in the 

runw
ay safety area because of their function.”  This is clearly not the case w

ith the railroad 
yard. 

There is one final com
m

ent w
e offer in this response to M

r. Flem
ing’s affidavit. A

s described 
earlier,  D

erivative C
-1 elim

inates Runw
ay 10C

/28C
.  In designing the Selected A

lternative, the 
planners created a runw

ay layout design that perm
its quadruple stream

s of landing traffic in 
good w

eather.  D
erivative C

-1 precludes that benefit, for it rem
oves a runw

ay intended for full-
tim

e use.  In contrast,  D
erivatives C

-2 through C
-5 do not change the overall geom

etry of the 
Selected A

lternative in the sense that all the runw
ays contained in the Selected A

lternative 
appear in C

-2 through C
-5, albeit in a shortened or slightly relocated form

at. O
ur com

m
ent is 

that  at som
e point in the future, air traffic specialists expect technology to develop to the point 

w
here controllers at O

’H
are w

ill have the capability of conducting quadruple stream
s of 

arrivals in IFR conditions.  That potential w
ill be lost if any of these derivatives is adopted.  By 

adopting D
erivative C

-1, quadruple stream
s are im

possible in any w
eather.  Because 

D
erivatives C

-2 and C
-3 shorten a critical runw

ay, quadruple stream
s are highly unlikely to 

receive future approval for bad w
eather approaches.  D

erivatives C
-4 and C

-5, because they 
m

ove Runw
ay 10C

/28C
 closer to Runw

ay 10R/28L, also virtually assure that quadruple stream
s 

in bad w
eather w

ill never be approved, even w
hen the technology is available because those 

runw
ays w

ill be too close to each other to authorize such procedures. . 
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The FA
A

 m
ay not w

ish to em
phasize this point in the RO

D
.  It does involves a degree of 

prediction about future air traffic techniques, rather than an assessm
ent of how

 w
e operate 

O
’H

are and these derivatives w
ith the tools of today.  N

evertheless, it is our judgm
ent that this 

point should be recognized, insofar as adoption of any of these derivatives w
ould deprive the 

FA
A

 of a potential tool in the future that could provide significant benefits during adverse 
w

eather at O
’H

are.   

W
e trust this analysis of com

m
ents w

ill  prove helpful in the preparation of the RO
D

 in this 
m

atter. 

       



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-1 September 2005 

 
Comment Response 
1 Comment noted. The FAA provided an interim response to Congressman 

Mica’s letter on March 29, 2005 indicating that responses would be 
forthcoming in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Record 
of Decision.  Although  the Congressman’s letter was not included in the 
Final EIS, the concerns raised in the letter were addressed in the Final EIS. 

 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-2 September 2005 

 
Comment Response 
2 The FAA responded to this comment in Chapter 1, Section 1.7 of the Final 

EIS and the topical response L-1 on page U.5-44 of Appendix U of the Final 
EIS.  FAA funding decisions regarding the project will be made after 
issuance of this Record of Decision.  This ROD provides eligibility for 
Federal grant-in-aid funds and/or PFC (see Section 13 of the ROD).  In a 
separate process, the FAA is currently reviewing the City’s submittal for an 
Airport Improvement Program (AIP) Letter of Intent application including a 
benefit-cost analysis. 
 

3 The FAA respectfully disagrees with this comment.  Each of the issues 
raised by this comment that “OMP cannot be financed” was raised in great 
detail in comments made on the Draft EIS and responded to by FAA one-by-
one in the Final EIS.  The FAA directs the commenter to Appendix U, 
Section U.4 of the Final EIS, pages U.4-558 through U.4-580 for the FAA 
responses to these issues. 

With regard to bullet 1, the FAA notes that the City of Chicago does have a 
financing plan within their Master Plan, and the FAA has reviewed the plan, 
see Section 1.7 of the Final EIS. 

With regard to bullet 2, the FAA responded to each of these comments in 
addressing comments filed by Karaganis-Cohn on September 6, 2005.  See 
response to comment 4, beginning on page A.2-78 of this Appendix A of the 
ROD.     
 
With regard to bullets 3-7, the FAA responded to each of these comments in 
addressing comments filed by Campbell-Hill on April 6, 2005.  See response 
to comments 101 – 109, beginning on page U.4-565 of Appendix U of the 
Final EIS. 
 

4 The FAA respectfully disagrees with the comment that “[a]fter OMP Delays 
Will be Worse With Very Little Additional Capacity.”  The FAA responded 
to each of these comments in addressing comments filed by Campbell-Hill 
on April 6, 2005.  See comments 43-87, beginning on page U.4-525 of 
Appendix U of the Final EIS.  
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Comment Response 
4 See the previous page for the response to this comment. 

 
5 The comment was written prior to the publication of the Final EIS.  In 

response to similar comments received on the Draft EIS, the FAA presented 
further information on its review of the cost estimate and the financial 
feasibility of the proposal in the Final EIS in Chapter 1, Section 1.7.  FAA has 
concluded that it is reasonable to assume that, based upon the impact 
O’Hare has on the Chicago region, as well as the NAS, and the benefits to 
the regional economy, there will be sufficient funds to complete the City’s 
proposal.  Further, in response to comments on the Draft EIS, FAA reviewed 
additional cost-related information applicable to the project.  For purposes 
of this review under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the 
FAA has concluded that the estimated costs of the project are reasonable.  In 
addition, FAA believes that with a project of this magnitude and 
importance, the availability of projected funding sources is sufficiently 
reasonable and capable of being obtained.  This determination is made 
without prejudice to evaluation of the City’s pending Letter of Intent 
request, which is a separate process from this environmental analysis. 

Additionally, FAA responded to similar comments filed by Karaganis-Cohn 
on September 6, 2005.  See response to comment 2, beginning on page A.2-78 
of this Appendix A of the ROD.     
 

6 The FAA has considered the impacts to both Rest Haven and St. Johannes 
cemeteries.  Since the publication of the Final EIS, the FAA has determined 
that Rest Haven can be left in place.  In response to comments received on 
the Draft EIS, the FAA evaluated alternatives and derivatives of alternatives 
that would avoid the acquisition of the cemeteries; this evaluation is 
contained in Section 3.6 of the Final EIS.  In addition, the Final EIS at Section 
5.22 presented the FAA’s proposed findings with respect to issues arising 
under the First Amendment and RFRA.  The Agency invited public 
comment on those tentative findings.  After careful consideration of those 
comments, the FAA has made its final determinations under the religious 
liberty issues at Section 12 of this ROD.  These determinations are fully 
responsive to the comments presented here. 
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Comment Response 
7 The FAA respectfully disagrees with the comment that “’Western Access’ To 

O’Hare Is A Myth.” 
 
With regard to bullet 1, while it is true that Runways 14R/32L and 14L/32R 
are phased out with the selected alternative, it is only 14R/32L that is 
decommissioned due to the development of western access including a 
western terminal.  More importantly, the runways are planned to be 
decommissioned to reconfigure the airfield resulting into a more modern 
runway configuration, (i.e. DFW).  The future airfield would result in 6 
parallel runways with two-crosswind runways. 
 
With regard to bullet 2, The FAA responded to each of these comments in 
addressing comments filed by Campbell-Hill on April 6, 2005.  See comment 
103, beginning on page U.4-568 of Appendix U of the Final EIS.  
  
With regard to bullets 3-4, the FAA responded to this comment in the 
topical response F-4 on page U.5-30 of Appendix U of the Final EIS. 
 

8 The FAA has responded to this issue in Section 10.1.1 of this Record of 
Decision. 
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Comment Response 
1 Thank you for your comments regarding the Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIS). 
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Comment Response 
2 The comments regarding the number of runways needed at O’Hare are 

noted.  Primarily, the comments made are in relation to the dynamic fleet 
mix used by airlines at O’Hare.  The FAA carefully considered the items 
mentioned in the commenter’s remarks in the analysis conducted for the 
EIS.  In fact, the FAA did take into account the changing O’Hare fleet mix 
used by the airlines serving O’Hare.  The commenter correctly notes that the 
fleet mix has much to do with the capacity of the airfield, as well as runway 
length and aircraft in-trail separation requirements.  In a very detailed, 
thorough, and carefully conducted airfield and airspace simulation 
modeling analysis, the FAA evaluated the existing airport, as well as other 
airfield alternatives taking into account the fleet mix and associated in-trail 
separations.  This simulation modeling analysis projects the levels of delay 
associated with the various alternatives considered including alternatives 
with less runways than the City of Chicago proposed.  In addition, the FAA 
notes that an Air Traffic Working Group, consisting of air traffic controllers 
from the Chicago O’Hare Airport Traffic Control Tower, the Chicago 
O’Hare Terminal Radar Approach Facility, and the Chicago Air Route 
Traffic Control Center, and other experts reviewed and concurred with the 
simulation modeling analysis.    Through this intensive review, the FAA has 
found that the levels of delay associated with alternatives involving less 
airfield development (i.e. less runways) demonstrate the need for each of the 
runways proposed by the City of Chicago. 
 
For further information, the FAA directs the commenter to Appendix B of 
the Final EIS, where there is a presentation of the fleet mix utilized for each 
year of analysis for both the unconstrained flight schedule in Table B-10, 
page B-20 (assuming improvements at O’Hare) and the constrained flight 
schedule in Table B-12, page B-28 (assuming the existing airfield at O’Hare).  
In addition, details regarding the simulation modeling is presented in 
Appendix D of the Final EIS. 
 

3 FAA continually monitors its equipment needs and updates and upgrades 
the equipment as needed. 
 

4 Alternative C, the selected alternative, includes a new western terminal as 
well as two new terminals in the existing terminal area to accommodate the 
projected level of passengers.  Alternative C also includes improvements to 
the airfield to accommodate New Large Aircraft (NLA) such as the 
forthcoming Airbus A380.  With regard to the purpose and need and 
alternatives considered, the FAA directs the commenter to Chapters 2 and 3 
of the Final EIS. 
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Comment Response 
5 As noted in response to comment 1 above, the FAA has found that the levels 

of delay associated with alternatives involving less airfield development (i.e. 
less runways) demonstrate the need for each of the runways proposed by 
the City of Chicago.  In addition, the FAA notes that the existing airfield 
currently has 6 runways (2 east-west, 2 northwest-southeast, 2 northeast-
southwest).  Alternative C, the approved alternative, would include a total 
of 8 runways (4 east-west and 2 northeast-southwest).  Finally, in a process 
separate from this EIS the FAA is  reviewing,  the benefit-cost analysis as a 
part of the Agency’s review of the City of Chicago’s Letter of Intent (LOI) 
application for airport improvement grant funding. A decision has not been 
reached on this request. 
 

6 In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), 
the FAA is required to evaluate the City’s  proposal and alternatives to it 
from an environmental standpoint.  Currently, the City is not proposing the 
addition of a runway at Midway, and it is unlikely they would consider it 
given the constraints surrounding the airfield.  For further information on 
Midway, see Appendix C of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comments A.2-9 September 2005 

 

 
Comment Response 
1 Thank you for your comments regarding the Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIS).  Each of the issues raised by the commenter were taken into 
account in the EIS.  The FAA refers the commenter to the following sections 
of the Final EIS: the cost estimates for the project (see Section 1.7 of the Final 
EIS), the need for improvements (see Chapter 2 of the Final EIS), the safety 
of the proposed airfield layout (See Appendix U, Section U.5, response to 
comments K-1, K-2), the potential tax loss to surrounding communities 
(Section 5.4 of the Final EIS), the impact on employment (Section 5.4 of the 
Final EIS), the implications to the surrounding airspace (Chapter 3 of the 
Final EIS), as well as noise (Section 5.1) and air quality impacts (Section 5.6). 

The FAA also directs the commenter to Appendix U, Section U.5 of the Final 
EIS, where the FAA responded to the very same issues raised by the 
commenter.  Section U.5 can be found in the beginning of Volume 9 of the 
Final EIS.  In addition, the FAA notes that the commenter’s previous 
comments and FAA’s respective references to responses on the Draft EIS, 
can be found in Section U.10 on pages U.10-81, U.10-103, and U.10-157. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA notes the commenter’s opposition to Agency approval of the 

City’s proposed O’Hare Modernization Program (Alternative C).  The FAA 
also notes that the air quality assessment of the proposal can be found in 
Section 5.6 of the Final EIS.  Finally, the FAA directs the commenter to 
response E-1 beginning on page U.5-25 of Appendix U of the Final EIS. 

 
2 In the Final EIS, in responses to similar comments received on the Draft 

EIS, the FAA presented further information on its review of the financial 
feasibility of the proposal in the Final EIS in Chapter 1, Section 1.7.  The 
FAA’s presentation of the cost estimate is contained in Table 1-11 of the 
Final EIS. 

With regard to the effect of the bankruptcy of airlines, the FAA notes that 
the Agency has conducted a sensitivity assessment of the financing plan for 
the OMP, including a what-if scenario involving the loss of a hubbing 
carrier at O’Hare.   This sensitivity assessment examined a number of 
mechanisms the City could employ should part of the funding for the 
project not be implemented as planned.  These mechanisms include 
deferral of improvements, use of contingency, increased debt issuance, and 
short-term borrowing.  The sensitivity assessment demonstrated that 
changes in cost per enplaned passenger resulting from the use of these 
mechanisms would not be substantial and in some instances could be offset 
by cost benefits from the project’s implementation.     
 

3 The FAA has selected Alternative C (the City of Chicago’s alternative) in 
this Record of Decision.  In the EIS, the FAA did evaluate the proposed 
South Suburban Airport as an alternative to improvements at O’Hare, 
however this alternative did not meet the purpose and need, (See Chapter 3 
of the EIS).  Further, the FAA notes that the Agency is currently conducting 
an Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed South Suburban 
Airport.  Finally, the FAA directs the commenter to response B-2  
beginning on page U.5-7 of Appendix U of the Final EIS. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA received similar comments on the Draft EIS regarding the 

suggestion that a regional airport authority be formed to govern the area’s 
airports.  In the Final EIS on page U.5-50, the FAA responded as follows: 
“[t]his comment is beyond the scope of the EIS proposal, which involves 
environmental review of the City’s proposal and alternatives to the 
proposal.  The City of Chicago owns O’Hare International Airport and 
Midway International Airport.  The FAA does not have the authority to 
require that a regional authority manage the region’s airports.  These 
decisions are left to the state and local government officials.” 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA has provided the information sent to this commenter in error to 

appropriate parties in Elmwood Park, Illinois.  The FAA appreciates the 
clarification from the commenter. 
 

2 The comment is noted.  The FAA notes that use other modes of 
transportation, including both conventional and high-speed rail was 
evaluated as an alternative to O’Hare improvements.  However, this 
alternative did not meet the purpose and need of the Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS). 
 
Alternatives C, the selected alternative, include an extension of the Airport 
Transit System (ATS), which links with the Metra Transfer Station. This 
station is on Metra’s North Central line, which provides the ability to travel 
to O’Hare from Union Station in Chicago. The O’Hare Transfer Station is 
located east of the intersection of Mannheim Road and Zemke Road.  
Currently, a shuttle bus service takes passengers between the Metra station 
and the ATS station at Lot E for transfer to the Airport.  In addition, the 
Chicago Transit Authority Blue Line currently links downtown Chicago to 
O’Hare with the terminus in the lower level of the Main Parking Garage at 
O’Hare. 
 
In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), 
the FAA is required to evaluate the City’s proposal and alternatives to it 
from an environmental standpoint. Where appropriate, the FAA encourages 
airport sponsors to provide for intermodal facilities, however, it is the 
airport sponsor’s prerogative to plan for such facilities. 
 
With regard to commuter airplanes, the FAA does not have the authority to 
determine the equipment or fleet mix of aircraft employed by air carriers. 

3 In 2000, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) issued 
a fact sheet that identified the state of the science considering the 
understanding and possible effects of “condensation trails” or “contrails.”  
In general contrails are long, linear clouds sometimes produced by aircraft 
flight at aircraft cruise altitudes several miles above the Earth’s surface.  As 
noted in the Fact Sheet: “The combination of water vapor in aircraft engine 
exhaust and the low ambient temperatures that often exists at these high 
altitudes allows the formation of contrails.  Contrails are composed 
primarily of water (in the form of ice crystals) and do not pose health risks 
to humans.  They do affect the cloudiness of the Earth’s atmosphere, 
however, and therefore might affect atmospheric temperature and climate.”  
 
The FAA notes the commenter’s concern regarding air quality.  The FAA 
did assess potential air quality impacts of the proposed project in Section 5.6 
of the EIS.  Finally, the FAA directs the commenter to responses E-1 and E-3 
beginning on page U.5-25 of Appendix U of the Final EIS. 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-13 September 2005 

 
Comment Response 
1 Comment noted. 

 
2 FAA notes the comments offered in your letter of July 30, 2005.    

Concerning Schuster Park, the FAA is coordinating with the National Park 
Service and Illinois Department of Natural Resources regarding this 
property and is confident that mitigation of the impacts to this park will be 
accomplished in compliance with all appropriate laws and regulations.  The 
attached correspondence related to Schuster Park to and from the 
Bensenville Park District is included in the record. 
 
For further information on Schuster Park, please see Section 9.7 of the 
Record of Decision.  
 

3 The FAA notes the commenter’s support for the full-build proposal.  The 
FAA has, in this Record of Decision, selected Alternative C, the City of 
Chicago’s proposal. 
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Response to Comments A.2-18 September 2005 

 
Comment Response 
1 Commenter’s opinion is  noted. 
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Comment Response 
2 The FAA notes the commenter’s concern regarding air quality.  The FAA 

did assess potential air quality impacts of the proposed project in Section 5.6 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS).  Finally, the FAA 
directs the commenter to responses E-1 and E-3  beginning on page U.5-25 
of Appendix U of the Final EIS. 
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Comment Response 
1 The commenter’s opinions regarding the FAA are noted.  The FAA also 

directs the commenter to Appendix U, Section U.5 of the Final EIS, which 
can be found in the beginning of Volume 9 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS).  Specifically, the FAA directs the commenter to 
responses A-1 (page U.5-2), C-7 (page U.5-20), D-1 (page U.5-21), E-1 (page 
U.5-25), and M-1 (page U.5-46).  In addition, the FAA notes that the 
commenter’s previous emails and FAA’s respective references to responses 
can be found in Appendix L on page L-92 and Appendix J on page J-353. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA notes the commenter’s concern regarding air quality.  The FAA 

did assess potential air quality impacts of the proposed project in Section 5.6 
and Appendix J of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS).  
Finally, the FAA directs the commenter to responses E-1 and E-3  beginning 
on page U.5-25 of Appendix U of the Final EIS.  
 

2 The FAA notes the commenter’s concern regarding the funding of the 
project given the financial state of both American Airlines and United 
Airlines.  In response to similar comments received on the Draft EIS, the 
FAA presented further information on its review of the cost estimate and the 
financial feasibility of the proposal in the Final EIS in Chapter 1, Section 1.7.  
FAA has concluded that it is reasonable to assume that, based upon the 
impact O’Hare has on the Chicago region, as well as the NAS, and the 
benefits to the regional economy, there will be sufficient funds to complete 
the City’s proposal.  
 
With regard to the effect of the bankruptcy of airlines, the FAA notes that 
the Agency has conducted a sensitivity assessment of the financing plan for 
the OMP, including a what-if scenario involving the loss of a hubbing 
carrier at O’Hare.   This sensitivity assessment examined a number of 
mechanisms the City could employ should part of the funding for the 
project not be implemented as planned.  These mechanisms include deferral 
of improvements, use of contingency, increased debt issuance, and short-
term borrowing.  The sensitivity assessment demonstrated that changes in 
cost per enplaned passenger resulting from the use of these mechanisms 
would not be substantial and in some instances could be offset by cost 
benefits from the project’s implementation.     
 

3 The FAA notes the commenter’s opinion regarding perimeter airport 
security.  The FAA notes that the Transportation Security Administration 
(TSA) whose mission is the protection of the nation’s transportation service, 
is part of the review of the Airport Layout Plan submitted by the City of 
Chicago for FAA review.  The TSA, along with the City of Chicago, are 
responsible for the airport’s perimeter security. 
 

 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-22 September 2005 

 
Comment Response 
1 The FAA did respond to this commenter by phone to address Mr. Paganis’ 

concerns. 

The property acquisition lines have not changed from their delineation in 
the October 2003 Airport Layout Plan (ALP).  The FAA directs the 
commenter to aerial exhibits of the land acquisition area in Section 5.4 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS), specifically Exhibits 5.4-4 
(Elk Grove and Des Plaines) and 5.4-5 (Bensenville).  In addition, the FAA 
strongly recommends that the commenter contact the City of Chicago’s 
Land Acquisition Program office at 773-686-4600. 

The ALP submitted by the City of Chicago in October 2003 has undergone a 
comprehensive aeronautical study by all FAA lines of business plus the 
Transportation Security Administration.  Each office contributed to this 
review focusing on compliance with FAA Advisory Circulars, Regulations, 
Orders and Policy Guidance.  Since October 2003 the FAA has worked with 
the City of Chicago in an iterative process to resolve minor technical issues 
associated with the ALP.  This coordination resulted in the City 
resubmitting a revised ALP in September 2005.  The modifications made to 
the ALP between October 2003 and September 2005 were minor in nature 
and did not impact how the airfield would be operated or the operational 
efficiency.   In addition, changes on the Final ALP would not result in any 
differences in the environmental consequences portion of the EIS.  The City 
of Chicago's ALP drawings are available on the FAA's web site at the 
following address:  http://www.agl.faa.gov/OMP/Planning/ALP/ALP.htm 
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Comment Response 
1 Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 
2 The FAA notes the commenter’s opposition to the proposed South Suburban 

Airport and appreciates the input.  Currently, the FAA is conducting an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed South Suburban 
Airport.  Comments regarding the South Suburban EIS can be submitted to 
the FAA at:http://environmental.southsuburbanairport.com/ 
 

 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-25 September 2005 

 

 
Comment Response 
1 The FAA notes the commenter’s opposition to the project. 
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Response to Comments A.2-26 September 2005 

 

 
Comment Response 
1 The FAA notes the commenter’s concern regarding the funding of the 

project.  In response to similar comments received on the Draft EIS, the FAA 
presented further information on its review of the financial feasibility of the 
proposal in the Final EIS in Chapter 1, Section 1.7.  FAA has concluded that 
it is reasonable to assume that, based upon the impact O’Hare has on the 
Chicago region, as well as the National Airspace System, and the benefits to 
the regional economy, there will be sufficient funds to complete the City’s 
proposal. 

The FAA further notes that it is not unusual for the funding to not be 
earmarked in its entirety prior to the outset of construction.  For large 
airport improvement projects, it is common for the project to be built and 
financed in phases as is the case with this project. 
 

2 Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 
3 See topical responses K-1 and K-2 in Appendix U of the Final EIS, beginning 

on page U.5-42. 
 

4 The FAA notes the commenter’s concern regarding air pollution and noise 
impact.  Both the potential noise and air quality impacts were assessed as 
part of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  The assessment of noise 
can be found in Section 5.1 of the EIS; the assessment of potential air quality 
impacts of the proposed project can be found in Section 5.6 of the EIS. 
 

5 The FAA notes the comments regarding the fleet mix utilized at O’Hare.  
However, the FAA does not have the authority to dictate which airplanes air 
carriers utilize at O’Hare.   
 

6 The commenter’s suggestion for the extension of the Elgin-O’Hare 
Expressway to DuPage Airport is noted.  However, the extension of the 
Elgin O’Hare Expressway was not part of any of the Build Alternatives 
considered within the EIS.   

The Elgin-O’Hare Expressway project is part of the Chicago Area 
Transportation Study 2030 Regional Transportation Plan, but has yet to be 
programmed by IDOT. It would extend the Elgin-O’Hare Expressway from 
its existing east terminus at I-290 to the proposed west access to O’Hare, by 
converting existing Thorndale Avenue from a DuPage County arterial route 
to a limited access freeway.  This project has the potential to lessen some of 
the potential impacts of the alternatives occurring along York Road, Irving 
Park Road, and Thorndale Avenue. 
   
The FAA considered this projects in the cumulative impacts assessment 
which can be found in Chapter 6 of the EIS.  
 
FAA also notes the commenter’s preference for O’Hare expansion or the use 
of the DuPage airport over the proposed South Suburban airport.  
 

7 Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 
8 FAA notes the commenter’ suggestion that the two cemeteries be relocated 

to a new cemetery in the vicinity of Thorndale and Devon or that they be 
relocated to an existing cemetery.  The FAA notes that decisions related to 
the location of reinterment and payment of expenses are identified in the 
Memorandum of Agreement included as Appendix B of this Record of 
Decision.   
 

9 Comment noted. 
 

10 The FAA notes the commenter’s concern regarding the funding of the 
project.  The FAA directs the commenter to Section 1.7 of the Final EIS. 
 

11 Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 
12 Comment noted. 

 
13 The commenter’s suggestion that the project should be implemented in 

phases is noted.  In fact, the project is planned to be implemented in two 
main phases.  For further information on the phasing of the project, please 
see Section 5.20 of the EIS. 
 

14 Regarding job openings at the FAA, please see the following website: 
http://www.faa.gov/jobs/ 
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Comment Response 
1 The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA appreciates the commenter’s information regarding high-speed 

rail as an alternative to airport improvement projects.  The FAA carefully 
evaluated the use of other modes of transportation, including high-speed 
rail, as an alternative to O’Hare improvements.  However, this alternative 
did not meet the purpose and need.  For further information, please see 
Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2.2 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(Final EIS). 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA appreciates the commenter’s information regarding high-speed 

rail as an alternative to airport improvement projects.  The FAA carefully 
evaluated the use of other modes of transportation, including high-speed 
rail, as an alternative to O’Hare improvements.  However, this alternative 
did not meet the purpose and need.  For further information, please see 
Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2.2 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(Final EIS). 
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Comment Response 
1 Comment noted. 

 
2 The FAA takes seriously the potential impacts related to homeowners and 

businesses in the proposed land acquisition areas and areas adjacent thereto.  
 
Any  acquisition by the City of Chicago requires full compliance with the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act 
(Uniform Act).  The Uniform Act is a Federal statute that regulates the 
acquisition and relocation process and protects the interests of residents and 
business owners affected by the potential acquisitions.  Owners, tenants, 
and businesses in the proposed acquisition areas would be relocated 
pursuant to both the Uniform Act and FAA’s Advisory Circular AC150/5100-
17, Land Acquisition and Relocation Assistance for Airport Improvement Program 
Assisted Projects.  In addition, the FAA is aware of the resident’s concerns 
that the sale price established for their existing property (fair market value) 
would be insufficient to provide for purchase of comparable property in a 
new location.  The Just Compensation clause of the Fifth Amendment to the 
United States Constitution along with provisions within the Uniform Act 
provide mechanisms to address these concerns. 
 
Also see topical response G-4 on page U.5-34 of Appendix U of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS). 
 

3 The Uniform Act ensures the homeowners both fair market value for their 
homes, relocation assistance up to $22,000. 
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Comment Response 
1 The commenter misinterpreted the FAA’s letter.  In point of fact, the letter 

states that the Notice of Availability of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (Final EIS) in the Federal Register would be published July 29, 
2005 and further stated that comments were due by September 6, 2005.     

The FAA notes that the commenter’s previous comments on the Draft EIS 
and FAA’s respective responses can be found in Sections U.7 and U.10 
beginning on pages U.7-19 and U.10-149 of the Final EIS. 
 

2 The FAA respectfully disagrees regarding the effect of the project on delays 
at O’Hare.  While delays are often weather-related, poor weather is not the 
sole contributor to delays at O’Hare.  Other factors that contribute to delays 
include activity levels, airline scheduling patterns, aircraft fleet mix, and 
airfield configuration.  The FAA responded to this same comment in the 
Final EIS, please see response C-2 on page U.5-15 of Appendix U of the Final 
EIS. 
 

3 The FAA responded to this same comment in the Final EIS, please see 
responses K-1 and K-2 beginning on page U.5-42 of Appendix U of the Final 
EIS. 
 

4 The FAA notes the commenter’s opinion regarding the relocation of a 
cemetery at O’Hare.  The FAA addresses issues regarding cemeteries in 
Section 11 of the Record of Decision. 
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Comment Response 
5 Comment noted. 

 
6 Comment noted. 

 
7 The commenter’s opinion is noted.  The FAA respectfully disagrees and 

considers public input as a vital component of how the Agency conducts its 
NEPA process and reaches decisions.  The FAA notes that only after 
providing an extensive public involvement process and thereafter giving 
careful consideration to all comments received on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) and Final EIS did the Agency reach its decision in 
this Record of Decision.  For further information on the FAA’s public 
involvement process see topical responses A-1 and A-3 on pages U.5-2 and 
U.5-4 of Appendix U, respectively.  In addition, see Section 8 of the Record 
of Decision. 
 

 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-45 September 2005 

 
Comment Response 
8 The commenter’s opinion is noted. 

 
9 The FAA respectfully disagrees with the comment that air traffic controller’s 

concerns have been ignored.  As noted in response to comment 3, the FAA 
responded to this comment in the Final EIS, please see responses K-1 and 
K-2 beginning on page U.5-42 of Appendix U of the Final EIS. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA notes the commenter’s support for the project. 
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Comment Response 
1 FAA appreciates all the public comments and encourages public 

participation in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process.   The 
FAA takes seriously its responsibility to consider all comments on the EIS.    
This responsibility includes careful consideration of the comments, whether 
submitted as recorded testimony, letters, postcards, voice messages, emails, 
and faxes.  The comments are considered equally without regard to the 
format.  The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted.   
 
For further information on the FAA’s public involvement process see topical 
responses A-1 and A-3 on pages U.5-2 and U.5-4 of Appendix U of the Final 
EIS, respectively.  In addition, see Section 8 of the Record of Decision. 

2 The FAA notes the commenter’s concern regarding air pollution.  The 
potential air quality impacts were assessed as part of the EIS.  The 
assessment of potential air quality impacts of the proposed project can be 
found in Section 5.6 of the EIS.   

The FAA conducted a detailed surface transportation analysis for the area 
surrounding O’Hare, which included an analysis of existing and future 
traffic near the Irving Park Road/Route 83 intersection.  This analysis took 
into consideration any planned roadway improvement in the surrounding 
area for each future year of analysis.  It was determined that surface traffic 
congestion is already present in the area, and would worsen from current 
conditions, whether or not O’Hare is expanded.  However, in the cases 
where intersections and/or roadway segments were determined to be 
significantly impacted, the City of Chicago has committed to participate in 
cooperative planning with the entities having jurisdictional responsibilities 
for the impacted facilities to evaluate potential mitigation measures.  The 
FAA as a condition of approval of this Record of Decision (ROD) is requiring 
Chicago  to contribute a prorated share of the project-related mitigation 
costs, including for any environmental studies, if required (see Section 9.3 of 
the ROD).  Additionally, the air quality analysis completed for the EIS 
accounted for existing and future motor vehicle emissions.  Based on the 
results of the analysis, it was determined that the proposed projects would 
not cause or contribute to a violation of the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS).  More information with regard to air quality is 
provided in Section 9.4 of the ROD. 

3 The closure of Meigs Field is beyond the scope of this EIS.  However, the 
FAA did take legal action against the City of Chicago over the 2003 closure of 
Meigs Field.  The FAA is citing as part of its basis for action the agency's 
regulatory responsibility to preserve the national airspace system and ensure 
the traveling public with reasonable access to airports as the basis for its 
action.   On August 31, 2005, the FAA issued a final notice of proposed civil 
penalty for $33,000.  An FAA investigation into possible violations by the 
City of its federal grant assurances  and its airport sponsor obligations is 
currently underway. 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-48 September 2005 

 
Comment Response 
1 The FAA notes the commenter’s concern regarding air pollution and noise 

impact.  Both the potential noise and air quality impacts were assessed as 
part of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  The assessment of noise 
can be found in Section 5.1 of the Final EIS; the assessment of potential air 
quality impacts of the proposed project can be found in Section 5.6 of the 
Final EIS. 
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Comment Response 
1 Independent of this project, other airports may  have the need for capacity 

improvements.  However this would not be as a result of improvements to 
O’Hare as the commenter suggests.  In many cases, airports owners and 
sponsors have either begun planning capacity improvement or begun to 
construct improvements.     

Improvements at O’Hare would not worsen congestion in the National 
Airspace System, rather it would lessen it.  The proposed project removes 
airfield constraints at O’Hare by both reconfiguring and adding new 
runways thereby providing additional arrival capacity.  With this 
additional arrival capacity, the proposed project helps reduce the need for 
air traffic controllers to slow air traffic en route to O’Hare thus reducing en 
route airspace congestion. The proposed project  is not expected to result 
in the need for additional capacity at other airports. 
 

2 Runway construction at other airports and its associated cost is 
independent of this project and therefore outside the scope of the 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).   
 

3 The FAA addressed this comment in topical response K-2 beginning on 
page U.5-43 in Appendix U, Section U.5 of the Final EIS. 
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Comment Response 
1 The economic impact of potential O’Hare improvements was not a 

consideration in development of the purpose and need for this Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS).  However, Section 5.5 of the Final EIS identifies the 
potential socioeconomic impacts associated with the evaluated Alternatives.   

Additionally, the FAA did not utilize the City of Chicago job creation numbers 
(e.g. 195,000 jobs) cited by commenters in this analysis.  For the purpose of 
evaluating indirect economic impacts on the Chicago region, the FAA utilized 
a series of economic studies that were prepared by Hamilton Rabinovitz & 
Alschuler, Inc. (CCT).  These economic studies compared estimates of regional 
employment growth with Northeastern Illinois Planning Commission (NIPC) 
forecasts.  The FAA reviewed the studies and concurred with the general 
findings.      Each of the Build Alternatives would result in an increase in the 
economic activity associated with the Airport compared to the No Action 
alternative. The Build Alternatives under consideration (Alternatives C, D, and 
G) are estimated to result in an increase of 89,240 jobs, approximately 49,390 
more than Alternative A.  This does not include temporary jobs related to 
construction.  For more information please refer to Section 5.5 of the Final EIS. 

2 Any land acquisition by the City of Chicago related to O’Hare modernization 
requires full compliance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act (Uniform Act).  The Uniform Act is a Federal 
statute that regulates the acquisition and relocation process and protects the 
interests of residents and business owners affected by the potential 
acquisitions.  Owners, tenants, and businesses in the proposed acquisition 
areas would be relocated pursuant to both the Uniform Act and FAA’s 
Advisory Circular AC150/5100-17, Land Acquisition and Relocation Assistance for 
Airport Improvement Program Assisted Projects.   

The Uniform Act will be implemented by the City of Chicago’s O’Hare Land 
Acquisition Program with compliance assured by FAA.  These procedures are 
designed to ensure that relocated people and businesses will be treated fairly.  
If necessary, the Uniform Act requires provision of funds in excess of the fair 
market value of the acquisition property if and as necessary to acquire decent, 
safe, sanitary, and comparable replacement housing (including housing of last 
resort). 
 
In addition, the FAA is aware of the resident’s concerns that the sale price 
established for their existing property (fair market value) may be insufficient 
to provide for purchase of comparable property in a new location.  Provisions 
within the Uniform Act provide a mechanism to address these concern. 

3 Comment noted. 
4  The FAA evaluated the use of other modes of travel or communication, 

including telecommunications, as an alternative to O’Hare development.  
However, this alternative did not meet the purpose and need.  For further 
information, please see Section 3.2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 
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Comment Response 
5 In response to comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

(EIS), FAA has reviewed additional cost-related information applicable 
to the project. For purposes of this review under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the FAA has concluded that the 
estimated costs of the project are reasonable.  FAA has also concluded 
that it is reasonable to assume that, based upon the impact O’Hare has 
on the Chicago region, as well as the National Airspace System (NAS), 
and the benefits to the regional economy, there will be sufficient funds to 
complete the proposal.   In addition, FAA believes that with a project of 
this magnitude and importance, the availability of projected funding 
sources is sufficiently reasonable and capable of being obtained.  
Accordingly, the FAA has decided it is both appropriate and necessary 
under NEPA to subject the Sponsor’s full build proposal and alternatives 
thereto to this environmental analysis because the entirety of the 
proposed action is reasonably foreseeable.  This determination is made 
without prejudice to evaluation of the City’s pending Letter of Intent 
request, which is a separate process from this environmental analysis.    

For more detail in regard to FAA’s careful consideration of this issue, 
please see Chapter 1, Section 1.7 of the Final EIS. 
 

6 The commenter’s position related to US government debt, State of 
Illinois debt and prioritization of government spending is noted.  For 
more detail in regard to FAA’s careful consideration of this issue, please 
see Chapter 1, Section 1.7 of the Final EIS. 
 

7 The commenter’s opinion is noted.  The FAA notes that impacts to the 
cemeteries, air quality, and historic buildings are of concern to the 
Agency.  These impacts were evaluated in detail in the Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS).  For further information regarding FAA’s careful 
consideration of these issues see: Sections 5.6 and 5.9 of the Final EIS.  
For further information regarding St. Johannes and Rest Haven 
Cemeteries see Section 11 of this Record of Decision. 
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Comment Response 
1 The commenter’s support for the project is noted. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA acknowledges the Civic Committee of the Commercial Club of 

Chicago’s (Civic Committee) comments regarding the financial feasibility 
information presented within the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) as well as their overall support for O’Hare modernization.  The FAA 
also notes the Civic Committee’s statement that, “the FAA and its 
independent consultants have conducted a thorough and professional 
analysis of the financial feasibility of O’Hare modernization.” 
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Comment Response 
1 See response to this comment on page A.2-54. 
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Comment Response 
1 The Village’s concern about possible impacts that would result from the 

increase in flights with the proposed O’Hare Modernization Program (OMP) 
is noted. 
 

2 Mitigation for potential noise impacts is discussed in Section 9.1 of the 
Record of Decision (ROD). 
 

3 The Village’s comments regarding noise are noted.    See Section 5.1 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS) for the noise contours and 
Section 9.1 of the ROD for the noise related mitigation commitments. 

The City of Chicago has committed to continue the existing Fly Quiet 
Program, which is in effect during nighttime hours (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM), 
throughout the duration of the OMP, except as affected by runway 
decommissioning.  If modification to the Fly Quiet Program is needed in the 
future, it will be completed by the O’Hare Noise Compatibility Commission 
(ONCC), of which the Village of Arlington Heights is a member, in 
consultation with the FAA and the City of Chicago. 
 

4 The Village’s concern that the Final EIS did not mention increased funding 
for the development of quieter airplane engines is acknowledged.  It should 
be noted that the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) adopted 
a Stage 4 noise standard, which goes into effect in 2006, which requires 
newly manufactured aircraft to be at least 10 decibels quieter than Stage 3 
aircraft.  Additionally, the FAA will continue to support ONCC efforts to 
work further with the airlines in an effort to continually develop improved 
noise standards. 

The Village’s concern that the Final EIS did not mention 
funding/development of flight track adherence programs is noted.  The FAA 
supports the use of noise abatement technologies, such as Global Positioning 
System (GPS) technologies, to better adhere to noise abatement flight tracks.  
The FAA will continue to support airline’s decisions to develop these 
measures, and work with the ONCC to oversee noise mitigation efforts 
around O’Hare. 

5 The FAA appreciates the Village of Arlington Heights comments on the 
Final EIS, Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation, and the General Conformity 
Determination. 
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Comment Response 
1 Comment noted. The commenter’s home is located outside of the 65 (Day 

Night Sound Level) DNL contour currently and is projected to remain 
outside the 65 DNL contour in the build out +5 year.  Please see Section 5.1 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS) for further 
information on the noise assessment, including presentation of the contours 
for each year of analysis.  Also, see Section 9.1 of the Record of Decision.  
Finally, the FAA has presented the flight tracks in Appendix F, Attachment 
F-2 of the Final EIS. 
 

2 The data illustrated in Exhibits 5.6-1 and 5.6-2 are representative of the 
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency’s (IEPA) 1990 base year and 2007 
projected year estimates of volatile organic compounds and nitrogen oxides 
emissions for aircraft and ground service equipment at all airports within 
the Chicago non-attainment area (Cook, DuPage, Grundy (Aux Sable and 
Gooselake Townships), Kane, Kendall (Oswego Township), Lake, McHenry, 
and Will counties).   These airports include O’Hare International, Chicago 
Midway, Lansing Municipal, and Palwaukee Municipal in Cook County, the 
Schaumburg Regional and DuPage airports in DuPage County, and the 
Clow International, Joliet Regional, and Sanger airports in Will County.  
Notably, when the IEPA prepares their projected source estimates, they use 
rather conservative methods to do so.  
 
As shown in Table 5.6-8 (Emissions Inventory (2002)) and Table 5.6-20 
(Emission Inventories – Build Out + 5), emissions of carbon monoxide, 
volatile organic compounds, and particulate matter resulting from O’Hare 
International-related activities are estimated to be less in 2018/2019 than 
existing levels with the improvements at the Airport while emissions of 
nitrogen oxides and sulfur oxides are estimated to increase (at the most 
approximately 2 and 0.4 tons per day).  Additionally, as shown in Table I-61 
(Summary of HAP Emissions – Delayed Schedule) future levels of HAPs 
(hazardous air pollutants) are predicted to be less with the improvements 
(at a minimum 36 percent less) than existing levels.  HAPs are gaseous 
organic and inorganic chemicals and particulate matter that are either 
known or suspected to cause cancer (to be carcinogenic) or known or 
suspected to cause other serious health effects (non-carcinogenic).  Finally, 
FAA notes that there will be no exceedances of the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards for any of the pollutants evaluated. 
 

3 The commenter is referred to topical responses K-1 and K-2 beginning on 
page U.5-42 of Appendix U of the Final EIS. 
 

4 For information regarding St. Johannes and Rest Haven cemeteries see 
Section 11 of this Record of Decision. 
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Comment Response 
1 The commenter’s opinion is noted.  FAA appreciates all the public 

comments and encourages public participation in the Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) process. The FAA takes seriously its responsibility to 
consider all comments on the Draft EIS.  This responsibility includes careful 
consideration of the comments, whether submitted as recorded testimony, 
letters, postcards, voice messages, emails, and faxes. 
  
In response to commenters’ expressed concerns that the FAA not “rubber 
stamp” the project, the FAA would never compromise the integrity of its 
review or decision-making process to “rubber stamp” any proposal. The 
FAA’s careful and thorough decision-making process has been publicly 
documented and disseminated.  
 
Chapter 5 of the EIS discloses the potential environmental impacts resulting 
from the alternatives considered.  Some of the sections that may be of 
particular interest to the commenters include: 1) Section 5.1, Noise, 2) 
Section 5.4, Social Impacts, and 3)Section 5.6, Air Quality. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA notes the commenter’s opposition to the project.  In addition, the 

FAA did evaluate the project’s financial feasibility as well as the effect of the 
loss of a hubbing carrier at O’Hare, see Section 1.7 and Appendix R of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS).  FAA also documented 
and disclosed the impacts due to land acquisition of both homes and 
businesses in Section 5.4.  Finally, the FAA also evaluated the use of other 
airports, including Gary/Chicago International Airport, as an alternative to 
O’Hare improvements, however, this alternative did not meet the purposed 
and need, see Chapter 3.  
 
Regarding air traffic controller workload, the FAA would not operate any 
alternative in such a way that safety would be impaired. Safety has been a 
key consideration in the development of all the alternatives and in defining 
how they would be operated. FAA is actively reviewing potential staffing 
needs and will budget for them accordingly. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s opinion of the 

completeness of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) analysis. 
2 The FAA widely distributed the Draft and Final EIS to 33 local libraries, 

including Franklin Park and Elmhurst.  In addition, the FAA posted both 
the Draft EIS, Final EIS and reference documentation to the world wide 
web site, http://www.agl.faa.gov/OMP/.  Finally, the FAA notes that the 
“full documentation” referred to by the commenter was distributed to five 
local libraries including Bensenville’s location.   
 

3 The FAA sent a letter to Mr. Blomberg on September 15, 2005 stating,  
“we must respectfully deny your request for an Final EIS comment period 
extension.” 
 

4 The FAA recognizes the importance of fleet mix assumptions in the 
evaluation of an airport improvement such as the one contemplated 
within the EIS.  In fact, the FAA presents the detailed fleet mix 
assumptions in Appendix B of the EIS.  The FAA also acknowledges the 
differences between aircraft such as the Airbus A320 and Boeing 747 in 
terms of operational performance and airfield requirements.  The 
simulation modeling, documented in Appendix D of the EIS, conducted 
for the environmental analysis carefully considers the dynamic fleet mix 
employed by the users at O’Hare and accounts for the associated variable 
airfield requirements.  Table R-2 referred to by the commenter is simply 
presenting an FAA definition of “air carrier” aircraft that generally 
includes aircraft that have more than 60 seats. 
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Comment Response 
5 The Airport Layout Plan and supporting documentation within the Master 

Plan document that the proposed runway lateral separation distances 
comply with applicable FAA design criteria to ensure safe operations.  
Current FAA directives (FAA Order 7110.65 and supplements) include 
provisions for operations on runways with the proposed spacing, and these 
were utilized in developing the planned operation.  The procedures 
developed are fully compliant with these directives and are effectively 
utilized today at O’Hare.  The spacing between runways depends on a 
number of factors, most importantly the intended use of the runway in the 
airfield.  For example, the 4300 foot distance between proposed Runway 
10R-28L and Runway 10L-28R allows simultaneous dual precision 
approaches.  In other words, if the runways were closer together and the 
airfield was operating in adverse weather conditions requiring instrument 
flight rules, the two runways could not accommodate concurrent landings 
on the runways, in effect closing one of the runways. 
 

6 Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 
1 Commenter’s opinion is noted. 

 
2 Comment noted. 

 
3 In Section 4.3.1 of the Master Plan, the City of Chicago inventoried the 

existing cargo facilities and projected facility requirements based on cargo 
forecasts and interviews with the larger cargo carriers.  The results of this 
study indicate that the Cargo would require an additional 55 acres which 
the City has identified on their Airport Layout Plan.  In addition, the City of 
Chicago has indicated that a more detailed cargo area planning study will 
be conducted in later planning phases.  The FAA would hope that the 
Chicago Area Cargo Managers Association would request to work with the 
City of Chicago through out their additional analyses. 
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Comment Response 
4 The proposed design of the cargo area has been reviewed by the FAA and 

conforms to all safety requirements.  As mentioned in response to comment 
3 above, the City of Chicago has indicated that a more detailed cargo area 
planning study will be conducted in later planning phases.  Actual layout of 
the cargo area including the exact placement of cargo building within the 
cargo apron will be determined during the period keeping in mind to design 
the facilities in the most efficient manner. 
 

5 The FAA is confident that the final design of the cargo area will be 
accomplished in a manner that will preserve Rest Haven Cemetery while 
also permitting air cargo operations to be conducted efficiently. 
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Comment Response 
6 The FAA respectfully disagrees with the comment.  The FAA’s land use 

compatibility guidelines use the noise metric of Day Night Noise Level 
(DNL).  The baseline noise levels for Rest Haven cemetery are 65.6 DNL and 
would be 71.2 DNL with the FAA’s selected alternative.  The FAA’s Part 150 
Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for cemeteries is 85 DNL.  Also, if 
determined necessary by the FAA, there may be blast fences to the north, 
east, and west of Rest Haven which could further reduce the effect of noise 
from ground movements of aircraft in the cargo area.  In addition, there 
must be a minimum of 117 feet of distance from the aircraft movement area 
to either the security fence around the cemetery or the potential blast fences, 
which ever is closer to the aircraft movement area.   
 

7 As noted in the response above, if determined necessary by the FAA, there 
may be blast fences to the north, east, and west of Rest Haven which could 
further reduce the effect of jet blast and noise from ground movements of 
aircraft in the cargo area.  The blast fences would be a minimum of 8 feet 
high, with a potential maximum of 22 feet high. 
 

8 The air carriers are responsible for the materials they carry, hazardous or 
not.  The City of Chicago Fire Department is responsible for notifying 
neighboring public and private property owners if hazardous materials 
threaten the health and safety of individuals or property outside of the 
airport’s boundary. 
 

9 The City of Chicago will install a security fence, meeting Transportation 
Security Administration (TSA) security requirements for airports, to 
surround the cemetery property.  The FAA notes that the St. Johannes 
Cemetery is currently located on a “peninsula” within the AOA. 
 

10 See response to comment 9 above. 
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Response to Comments A.2-68 September 2005 

 
Comment Response 
11 The trees currently surrounding Rest Haven Cemetery will be removed with 

the FAA’s selected alternative.  See also response to comment 9 above. 
 

12 See response to comment 5 above. 
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Response to Comments A.2-69 September 2005 

 

 
Comment Response 
12 See response to comment 5 above. 

 
13 The FAA respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s opinion.  The FAA 

has evaluated the feasibility of retaining Rest Haven cemetery in its present 
location and determined it would not impair the safety or efficiency of the 
operation. 
 

14 Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA disagrees with the commenter’s characterization of the FAA’s 

evaluation.  The FAA has provided detailed responses to each of the 
following sections of this filing by the commenter which outline the basis for 
FAA’s disagreement. 

The FAA addressed the commenter’s request for extension in a letter to Mr. 
Joseph Karaganis dated August 26, 2005.  The letter outlined the rationale 
for the denial of the request for extension; the letter also stated, “[the 
Agency] will, however, review and respond to comments received after the 
close of the comment period, to the extent practicable, before issuance of our 
Record of Decision.”  

With regard to FOIA, the FAA directs the commenter to Section 8.1 of the 
Record of Decision. 
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Comment Response 
2 The FAA rejects the commenter’s contention that harm as described in their 

document has yet to be identified or considered.  The Final EIS is replete 
with a comprehensive analysis of environmental and other impacts 
associated with the OMP.  This process is intended to fully satisfy all of the 
FAA’s obligations associated with this project, including the FAA finding 
that of eligibility for federal grant-in-aid funds and or PFC.   

It is not the Agency’s intention to replicate these analyses as part of any 
funding decisions that may follow shortly after this Record of Decision.  The 
FAA directs the commenter to Section 10.1.1 of the Record of Decision for 
FAA’s consideration of these issues. 
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Response to Comments A.2-76 September 2005 

 
Comment Response 
3 The EIS is a public document, a draft report from the Department of 

Transportation Office of Inspector General was not public at that time.  The 
FAA did not mention the Draft report in the Final EIS, because it believed it 
would be inappropriate to discuss a government document not yet made 
public.   

With regard to the comments 3A-3D, the FAA directs the commenter to the 
responses the Campbell affidavit filed as an attachment to this document, 
beginning on page A.2-101 of this Appendix A.  In addition, the FAA 
respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that FAA has made an 
“unsupported assumption” regarding the financing plan for the OMP.  The 
Final EIS and the administrative record accurately document the agency’s 
thorough consideration of the financial feasibility of the full-build OMP in 
the satisfaction of its environmental obligations.  
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Comment Response 
4 The FAA disagrees with the commenter regarding the funding of Phase I 

and the full build OMP.  The FAA addresses these issues in Section 1.7 of 
the Final EIS. 

A.  Section 10.1.1 of this ROD describes the general parameters of 
 inquiry for FAA approval to amend an ALP.  This Section also 
 describes the delineation in analysis and authorization between 
 those matters considered in the ALP process and those that are 
 more appropriately addressed in reviewing an application for 
 funding under the Airport and Airway Improvement Act.  To the 
 extent that the issues raised by this comment have implications 
 for the adequacy of the FAA’s environmental analysis, we refer 
 the commenter to the following documents: Section 1.7 of the 
 Final EIS, Appendix U of the Final EIS where these very issues 
 were raised and responded to in considerable detail and 
 elsewhere in this Appendix A of this ROD where the FAA has 
 further analyzed some of these contentions.  In particular in 
 response to comments on the Final EIS, the Agency has conducted 
 a sensitivity assessment of the City’s financing plan.  This 
 sensitivity assessment examined a number of mechanisms the 
 City could employ should part of the funding for the project not 
 be implemented as planned.  These mechanisms include deferral 
 of improvements, use of contingency, increased debt issuance, 
 and short-term borrowing.  The sensitivity analysis evaluated 
 what-if scenarios, such as the $300 million LOI being unavailable 
 or disapproved, reduction in airline traffic with the loss of a major 
 carrier at O’Hare, and the possibility that the authorized level of 
 PFC collection is static.  The sensitivity assessment demonstrated 
 that changes in cost per enplaned passenger resulting from the 
 use of these mechanisms would not be substantial and in some 
 instances could be offset by cost benefits from the  project’s 
 implementation.     

B. The cost of the Lima Lima taxiway was included in the City’s 
financing plan.  Recent correspondence with the City of Chicago 
has confirmed the City’s intention to construct Taxiway Lima 
Lima according to the proposed phasing plan utilized for the EIS.  
In addition, the City of Chicago’s Airport Layout Plan submitted 
in September 2005 for approval contains Taxiway Lima Lima on 
the Phase I drawing and the future full-build drawing.   

C.  The FAA will comply with applicable statutes governing PFC 
approval or authorization of AIP grants.   
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Comment Response 
5 The FAA respectfully disagrees.  The commenter is directed to Section 10.1.2 

of this ROD where the various planning horizons are discussed and placed 
in their proper perspectives. 

The FAA acknowledges that at some point beyond the “reasonably 
foreseeable” future O’Hare, even after improvements, could return to high 
levels of delay.  However, this possibility does not negate the benefits that 
the OMP will produce.  The OMP airfield will serve an additional 220,000 
operations per year at a level of delay that is a fraction (~6 minutes per 
operation) of that experienced by the airport today (~17 minutes per 
operation).  Finally, the FAA notes that the financial analysis, conducted as 
part of the Agency’s review of the LOI request, will utilize the longer time 
period as required to evaluate the OMP from a benefit-cost perspective. 
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Comment Response 
6 FAA acknowledges that the 2003 TAF was issued in February 2004, about 

one year before the DEIS was issued in January 2005.   However, the work 
necessary to produce a DEIS in January 2005 was initiated before the 2003 
TAF was available.  Analytical work on airline flight schedules and other 
derivative forecasts required to complete the complex technical analyses 
reported in the DEIS were initiated in early 2003, and continued through the 
end of 2004.  FAA determined that “re-starting” such analyses after 
publication of the 2003 TAF, which occurred in the middle of such detailed 
technical analyses, would significantly delay the completion of such 
analyses and the resulting DEIS.  For a project of OMP’s magnitude and 
complexity, the comprehensive analyses required by the FAA necessitated 
more than one year of analysis.  FAA determined that it would be 
appropriate to conduct sensitivity analysis of any new forecasts produced 
during the course of the EIS analysis.  This is fully explained in the Final EIS 
(including the letter from FAA approving the use of the 2002 TAF and the 
requirement to conduct sensitivity analysis on subsequent TAF results), and 
the sensitivity analysis is documented in Appendix R of the Final EIS.  In 
addition, please see Section 4 of the ROD. 

FAA believes that the commenter may have the facts somewhat confused.  
FAA has not attempted to validate the use of the 2003 TAF, but has instead 
validated the use of the 2002 TAF.  The remainder of this response is 
prepared assuming that the commenter meant to refer to validation of the 
2002 TAF. 
 
FAA has addressed the significance of potential new forecasts—including 
the 2003 TAF and the 2004 TAF—in Appendix R of the Final EIS.  FAA has 
acknowledged that future conditions may be different from those 
represented by the 2002 TAF, and this is the reason for including Appendix 
R in the Final EIS. 
 
The FAA respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that 
additional taxitimes were not considered.  The FAA, in their comprehensive 
TAAM analysis, included all aircraft movements: both on the airfield and in 
the airspace.  Published results of the TAAM modeling showed the 
unimpeded travel times for each configuration modeled as well as the 
annual average for each alternative.  The travel times were also included in 
the evaluation of the environmental impacts including air quality (time in 
mode) and noise impacts (day/night distribution) for all configuration in all 
alternatives modeled.  
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Comment Response 
7 The FAA has addressed Campbell-Hill’s comment regarding practical 

capacity in their April 6, 2005 submittal, please see response to comments 
44-47 beginning on page U.4-528 in Appendix U of the Final EIS. 
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Comment Response 
8 The commenter suggests that the 2004 TAF should be “corrected” in 

accordance with assumptions developed by the commenter’s consultant, 
Campbell-Hill.  FAA has separately responded to this assertion, and on the 
basis of this response, does not agree with the commenter.  Please see 
response to comments 75-81 of the Campbell affidavit, beginning on page 
A.2-101 of this Appendix A.  
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Comment Response 
9 The FAA disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that FAA utilized the 

wrong base case for the EIS.  The extensive environmental analysis began in 
2002 and therefore 2002 was used as the base case; this is standard practice 
for evaluating alternatives in an environmental impact statement. 

In addition, the imposition of the 2004 scheduling order represents, as stated 
in that order, an interim solution to a long term problem of delay.  As a 
temporary situation it would have been inappropriate to rely on such an 
artificially constrained environment for a base case.  Moreover, the 
commenter is simply wrong in suggesting that as a result of using the 2002 
TAF as the base case for its conclusions that delay is overstated.  With the 
scheduling order in place for 11 months of the year, ASPM data for calendar 
year 2004 revealed an average annual delay of approximately 18 minutes 
per operation and 990,000 operations.  In contrast, the 2002 EIS base case 
reflected some 16,000 fewer operations.  Therefore, were the FAA to model 
the No Action Alternative using the higher level of operations that are 
permitted under the current scheduling order (990,000 operations), then the 
EIS base case (974,000 operations) as the commenter is suggesting, the levels 
of delay projected by the simulation modeling would likely be even higher.  
This would naturally result in a greater difference between the average 
annual delay of the No Action Alternative and the OMP. 
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Comment Response 
10 With regard to FOIA, the FAA directs the commenter to Section 8.1 of the 

Record of Decision. 

The FAA rejects the commenter’s assertion that the Agency has hidden or 
ignored ASV and other delay information in considering the OMP.  The 
FAA notes that the ASV calculations done as part of the Appendix C of the 
Final EIS did not include an assessment of the performance of ORD 
improvements.  The FAA did not rely on ASV calculations for O’Hare in the 
development of the EIS. 

With regard to the MITRE analyses cited by the commenter, the FAA did 
not utilize this information in the development of the EIS because the 
TAAM analysis provides a more comprehensive assessment of alternatives 
from an operational perspective. 

The FAA and TPC participated in an intensive, nine month review process 
during this simulation effort.  The objective of this process was to ensure 
that TAAM input assumptions, modeling methodologies, and output data 
conformed to industry best modeling practices and accurately reflected air 
traffic control rules and procedures.  In total, the FAA invested over 2,000 
hours reviewing assumptions, draft results, animations, and final results.  
The FAA review was conducted by an Air Traffic Work Group consisting of: 
FAA Management and National Air Traffic Controller Association 
(NATCA) representatives from O’Hare Tower, the Chicago Terminal Radar 
Approach Control Facility (TRACON), and the Chicago Center (ZAU); FAA 
Airports Division; and the FAA’s TPC.     
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Comment Response 
11 The FAA’s rationale for declining to model the 2003 TAF is not based upon 

an evaluation of the time it would take.  The FAA does not need to rerun 
models to make professional analytical judgments regarding the effects of 
an alternative level of activity within a reasonable range such as the 2003 
TAF.  The FAA has held consistently that as more recent TAFs were made 
available the FAA would reexamine the appropriateness of the use of the 
2002 TAF.  Appendix R of the Final EIS is an example of the work conducted 
in such an examination.  The range of activity presented in Appendix R 
encompasses the levels of activity presented in the 2003 and 2004 TAF.   

The FAA disagrees with the estimate of time required to conduct a thorough 
and complete modeling evaluation for the purposes of the EIS.  The 
commenter’s time estimate largely deals with the actual time to run the 
model and not the additional work necessary to validate and interpret the 
results for their subsequent use.  The commenter is neglecting a number of 
factors in the estimating the amount of time necessary for an adequate 
modeling assessment.  For further information regarding the time required 
for modeling, please see the response to the Le affidavit, beginning on page 
A.2-98. 
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Comment Response 
12 The FAA disagrees with the basis for the comment that the “FAA Produces 

Erroneous Claims of Delay Savings.”  As stated in response to comment 9, 
FAA disagrees with the commenter regarding the use of the base case.   

With regard to the level of delay associated with a higher level of activity, 
the FAA notes that it is not unaware that this would result in a higher level 
of annual average delay.  This possibility of a higher level of activity serves 
to bolster the need for improvements as included in the selected alternative. 

With regard to the “taxi time penalty,” the FAA refers the commenter to 
response to comment 6 of this document.     
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Comment Response 
13 The FAA included a detailed examination of blended alternatives, along with 

the use of congestion management, is discussed in the Final EIS at Chapter 3 
and in this ROD at Section 6.  Further, the FAA rejects the commenter’s 
assertion that O’Hare delay will reach some 21.5 minutes at ten years beyond 
the full build out of the OMP.  Delay projections do not include unimpeded taxi 
time as was improperly included in the commenter’s table at page 20 of its 
submission, see response to comment 6. 

Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the FAA does not believe that its action 
in this matter is in any way inconsistent with how it has treated proposed 
improvement projects at other airports or earlier in the history of O’Hare.  The 
1984 decision of the FAA identified by the commenter expressly approved an 
improvement project for that planning horizon which reflected both the goals 
of the City of Chicago and its airport master plan then in effect.  In essence, the 
FAA approved 1984 O’Hare planned improvements, limited as they were, with 
the same degree of deference to the sponsor that it exhibited in approving the 
recent proposals for improvements at LAX and Boston Logan. 

The FAA’s consideration of proposed improvements or techniques to address 
delays at those airports where airport capacity improvements are practically 
infeasible, such as LaGuardia, Washington-National, and Midway, will be 
substantially different from situations where the airport sponsor has the 
capacity and interest in improving its facility and contributing to overall 
enhancement of the National Airspace System. 

The commenter’s reliance upon our recent decisions approving improvements 
at LAX and Boston Logan as evidence that we have approved or implemented 
blended airport alternatives is misplaced.  The alternative selected by the FAA 
for approval in the LAX ROD did not include either congestion management or 
use of other airports.  The FAA’s ROD approving Runway 14/32 at Boston 
Logan did not independently impose demand management through grant 
requirements, but rather referred to the requirement that the State in certifying 
approval of the project under the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act 
imposed upon the Massachusetts Port Authority to implement demand 
management.  The FAA’s ROD for Boston Logan also established a timeline for 
fulfilling this commitment by directing Massport to develop and submit a 
detailed plan or draft proposal for peak period pricing, or other comparable 
demand management program, before commencing construction of Runway 
14/32.  The alternative that the FAA selected in the LAX ROD did not include 
congestion management or use of other airports although the airport sponsor 
hopes that physical constraints will encourage airlines to shift service to other 
regional airports. 
 
The FAA has responded to the Fleming affidavit separately beginning on page 
A.2-170 of this appendix. 
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Comment Response 
14 The FAA disagrees that the Final General Conformity Determination is 

inadequate for any of the reasons set forth in the Community and Religious 
Objectors’ Comments on and Objections to the Draft General Conformity 
Determination for the O’Hare Modernization Program, submitted on June 
20, 2005, and supplemented on June 24, 2005.  Under the applicable 
conformity regulations, several acceptable approaches are set forth. In 
consultation with both IEPA and USEPA,  FAA implemented one such 
acceptable conformity demonstration approach as shown in the Final EIS 
and its associated General Conformity Determination for O’Hare 
Modernization. 
 
As noted in the Appendix J of the Final EIS, USEPA recognized that 
emissions associated with airport-related development are not typically 
specifically identified or accounted for in SIPS.  Joint guidance from USEPA 
and FAA (General Conformity Guidance for Airports Questions and Answers 17, 
21 and 22, September 25, 2002) states that if the airport emissions are not 
readily identifiable in a SIP inventory, that the State should be consulted to 
determine what, if any, portion of a category could or would be allocated to 
an airport.  Such a determination is done on a case-by-case basis with input 
from the State/local air quality agency and the USEPA regional office. 
 
As stated in the IEPA’s letter “The Illinois IEPA worked with the FAA in the 
preparation of the General Conformity Determination, providing 
information on the level of VOC and NOx emissions incorporated into the 
SIP for O’Hare aircraft, aircraft refueling, and ground service equipment 
operations, as well as regional construction equipment and motor vehicle 
emissions.  Comparing the level of emissions projected for the construction 
and operation of the O’Hare Modernization Program in the General 
Conformity Determination for the necessary analysis requirements, the 
Illinois EPA concurs that such emissions are accounted for within the 1-hour 
Attainment Demonstration SIP for the Chicago region.”  FAA made its 
conformity determination based on consultation with the appropriate state 
and federal agencies; therefore, no further documentation is required. 
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Comment Response 
15 The FAA respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that indirect 

emissions were not assessed in the EIS.  The FAA’s Final EIS properly 
relied upon the estimated increase in emissions from electrical production 
in the 1 hour Ozone Attainment Demonstration State Implementation Plan 
to account for the anticipated increase in emissions by the power plant at 
O’Hare that would be attributable to the proposed improvements.  It was 
not necessary to quantitatively estimate these indirect emissions where, as 
here, as here, the IEPA supported the FAA’s determination that the projects 
conforms because project-related emissions are accounted for in the SIP 
within the meaning of 40 C.F.R. 93.158(a)(5)(i)(A).  As the FAA determined 
that a general conformity evaluation and determination were required for 
these pollutants, the provisions in FAA Order 1050.1E Appendix A, 
paragraph 2.1o, cited by the commenter, are inapplicable.  These provisions 
apply in determining whether emission threshold levels are exceeded so 
that a conformity evaluation is required.  The commentor’s reliance upon 
the LAX Final EIS is misplaced. The commenter is correct that the potential 
increase in indirect emissions that would be caused by electrical 
generation associated with the proposed LAX improvements were 
quantified as part of that EIS.  However, the projected increase in indirect 
emissions attributable to power plants was so small that these emissions 
were not considered in analyzing potential air quality impacts in the Final 
EIS for LAX. 
 
Specifically, as stated in Appendix U of Final EIS (page U.4-473) in response 
to this comment, the air quality analysis assumed that there would be an 
increase in emissions associated with the power plant at O’Hare with the 
proposed improvements.  In addition, the IEPA accounts for the growth in 
emissions from the commenter’s identified indirect source, electrical 
production, within the non-attainment area in their State Implementation 
Plans (SIPs).  As a result of this air quality analysis, NEPA’s command to 
identify indirect impacts (here, air quality) has been satisfied.  By 
virtue of the inclusion of these indirect impacts in the SIP, NEPA’s duty 
to identify the environmental consequences of such impacts has also been 
fulfilled. 
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Comment Response 
16 The FAA directs the commenter to Section 9.3 of the ROD regarding HAP 

issues. 
 

17 FAA respectfully disagrees with the commenters’ assertions that the FAA’s 
analysis does not meet the requirements of 49 U.S.C. 303 (c)(1).  FAA further 
disagrees with the commenters’ statement that “FAA’s legal interpretation 
of Section 4(f) is untenable.”  FAA’s evaluation of alternatives as presented 
in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS makes it clear which alternatives can satisfy the 
purpose and need.   

Based on comments previously submitted on the Draft EIS and on the Draft 
Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation, FAA conducted a thorough analysis of 
derivatives as presented in Section 3.6 of the Final EIS.  In addition, FAA has 
thoroughly considered and responded to additional comments on the Final 
EIS in this ROD (e.g. Fleming affidavit, Campbell affidavit).  Based upon all 
the information developed and reviewed by FAA, including the comments 
received on the Section 4(f)/6(f) process, the FAA believes that this ROD 
satisfies the requirements of Section 4(f)/6(f).   
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Comment Response 
18 The FAA respectfully disagrees.  Numerous opportunities for comments on 

Section 106 and Section 4(f)/6(f) resources were afforded, and numerous 
comments were received.  The FAA has completed the consultation process 
under Section 106 with the signing of the MOA by the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, State Historical Preservation Office, FAA, and City of 
Chicago.   

Despite the fact that the Section 106 consultation process was concluded 
after the Final Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation, the FAA fully satisfied the 
requirements of these statutes.  With respect to historic preservation 
concerns, the FAA identified the properties that might be potentially 
affected in the Draft EIS and included early concepts for potential mitigation 
in the Draft Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation.  It is clear from both the text of the 
Draft EIS and Draft Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation, the public comments 
thereon, and the Final EIS that there has been a vigorous discussion and 
analysis of Section 4(f)/6(f) and Section 106 resources.  Although there are 
occasions when the NEPA/EIS and Section 4(f)/6(f) and Section 106 proceed 
simultaneously, there is no requirement in any of those statutes that 
simultaneous consideration is the only acceptable means of satisfying these 
several requirements.  Here, the FAA urged the inclusion of several 
potentially eligible properties in order to afford them the formal protections 
of Section 106.  Had the FAA been less proactive in seeking to expand the 
scope of the duties under this Act it might have concluded these processes 
earlier.  In any event, the Agency believes it has fully satisfied all applicable 
requirements. 

Indeed, in an August 30, 2005 consultation meeting with the SHPO, FAA, 
the City of Chicago, and Consulting Parties (Village of Bensenville, Elk 
Grove Village, St. John’s Church of Christ, and the Rest Haven Cemetery 
Association), the Director of Federal Programs of the Advisory Council, 
recognized that there are circumstances when adverse effects on protected 
properties cannot be avoided.  In those cases, the Director recognized that 
the appropriate step is to minimize if possible and then mitigate those 
adverse effects.  The Director reminded those in attendance at the meeting 
of the limited scope of the Section 106 consultation process.  This includes 
taking into account effects to historic properties and affording the Council 
an opportunity to comment.  Adoption of a Memorandum of Agreement 
signifies completion of the process and compliance with the statute (see 
transcript of consultation meeting for resolution of adverse effects 8/30/2005 
pages 128-131). 

The Section 4(f) and Section 106 processes have been completed with the 
signing of the MOA and issuance of this ROD.   
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Comment Response 
19 The Final EIS at Section 5.22 presented the FAA’s proposed findings with 

respect to issues arising under the First Amendment and RFRA.  The 
Agency invited public comment on those tentative findings.  After careful 
consideration of those comments, the FAA has made its final determinations 
under these measures in of Section 12 of this ROD.  These determinations 
are fully responsive to the comments presented here. 

 
20 The FAA respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that the 

Final EIS is legally defective.  The FAA has carefully considered the 
comments provided and does not find the arguments raised by the 
commenter persuasive as outlined throughout the FAA’s responses. 
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Comment Response 
Attachment 1 
to Karaganis-Cohn 

The FAA’s response to Mr. Le’s affidavit appears immediately 
following the last page of the affidavit. 
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Comment Response 
Attachment 2  
to Karaganis-Cohn 

The FAA’s response to Dr. Campbell’s affidavit appears 
immediately following the last page of the affidavit. 
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minutes of delay in the fluun:. J lowcvcr~ FAA did nol - in the TAAMs modeling 

done for the FEIS- model 01e delay perfonnance of the existing o·llare with the 

f'AA"s cu·rrent scheduling order in place (I.e.. 88 arrivals per hour). FAA has not 

shown tha:t the modeled TAAM values for this base case would be anywhere near 1.5· 

17 minutes AAAW. FAA has reponed that its scheduling order requirements have led 

to a 270.o drop in delays on •• year to yc:tr lxts.is. Further. should FAA d(.'Cidc th:.tt more 

delay reduction is desirable or necessary. FAA can s in1ply adjust the demand 

mamgemem program currently in place. Nor can FAA fall back on a cllim LhUI 

reponed ASP~ I values valid.1tc tire TAJ.\Ms modeling and that ASP'~·I values can ben 

proxy for· modeling. As FAA has acknowledged the ASPM values ar< often 

prOOicatl!-d on bad weather conditions that are not represenled in the TAA~<f model. 
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ll. 

c 

'lbe r~ull is lhlll ASPM mny r~port high<r d~lny v:dues lhnn would nn .. nppks 10 

apples .. comparison of modeled TAAM values for the existing ail'pon with the 

scheduling orde r in place compar~d to full buiJd 0~1IP-M:lSlcr Plan. 

T hr C l:timecl Dr lay Sowin gs l)isappe;u Rapidl)'· ·nle FEIS claims lh:tt the full build 

OMP-Mastcr Plan will produce a major dclrty savings o,·cr the existing O"llare -

claiming a delay difl~rentinl of 12.2 minutes in 2013 ru•d 11.3 minute in 2018. But 

UlCSC so-cnllcd delay s.wings arc predicated on the 2002 TAF. If one were to usc ~"' 

2003 TAl' or the 2004 TAl' (adjusted or unadjusted) the delay savings wa uld 

dis<tppcar as tramc rises and dclnys in<.Tcasc. FAA hns f1ilcd to disclose the llu .. 1 tJ1nt 

delays will rise rnpidly under the 2003 and 2004 TAFs wiping out li1c dday savings 

very rapidly. 

Failure to d isclose thr taxi time JK'nalty in thr FEIS.. In Chicago's submission of its 

bendit-cos:t analysis for its request for AlP ••discretionary flmding·~ Chicago discloses 

the. l~ct that becau~e th~ full build OMP-~'la~ler Plan will have nmways much furtl1er 

out from tlu~ tcm1inals tlmn the exisling nmways. tlte full build O~tP-Mastcr Plan will 

have a penalty of added aircrnn ta.xi time - ns comJ>O.rl!d 10 the e~isting airpon- of 

<tpproxinmtely 6.:5 minutes per aircraft opcrntion. When one appli._'S the 2003 and 

2004 TAF Forecast Demand with 01e ta.xi lime penally added. it appears liml lherc will 

be liule or no travoltime savings from Ill< day lull build 0~·11'-Mnster l'lan opeo\S. 

83. Th e Mnnlpula t i.on of llu• Acceptable Le,·el of Deluy. Based on a review of 

lhe other airports cited b)' FAA an d the statements about the acceptable level of delay made 

by FAA :md OOT ciSC\\1hcr~. O'Hare is the only a irport in tbc nmion where FAA has us(..~'' 

U minute AAAW as the Acceptab le L.evel Of Delay for detennining the practical capacity 

of a proposed airpon. ·n,e maximum number for Acteplallle Le1•el of Delay used ol any 

oth er airport was 10 minutes AAJ\\V. FAA's use of a 1.5 minute AAJ-\\V as lhe Accepla.blc 

Level of Dei"Y dramatically ovcrstales 01c Cilpllcily of UlC fi•ll build OMP-Mastcr Plnn und 

overstates th!! year in which the fi11l build OMP·Master l>lan nuls out of capacity. Further. 
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I'AA oontinues to r~fus~ to disclose the b:td w~~tb~r or IFR dclny vnlu~~ nssoeinted with n 

TAAM mode lin g of a 15 minute AAA W. ] l ie IFR average delay values a.~ociated with a 

15 minute AAA. W would likely be higher than an :.wcmgc of 70 n1inutcs a nd would be 

incompatible: with the operation of a lmbbing airport. l-lere are th e conditions described by 

the USDOT in its 1995 r<port on delays at O ' Hare as to the eficcts of th-e higl1est levels of 

delays nt hub airports: 

• 8 ro 10 nimlles of deliw fJ1!f l.f}l'l1liotr: im:r01Si11g VFR de/11)~ ill pedi lroto~ nidt 
tnotslditxt to sltOfllder ltm1~ il• dJ IN11tptin•m• mNliM11s.: Jligl• deli!)· U1 I FR '•itl• 
remllingjligltJ Cllln .rflntiotrs. -

O.'W I 0 mimdes of delay per O(N!Ytllion: VFR operotimtt e>.peri .. ~ee increaring 
delays Ut J1Wlk periut& auds.,wrdt.ler luxmi in oO b111 ~Mimt:onditiolrs; l'in ·ltit:lt 
tlelm:r in/ f 7? resulting in t!..l.1et•siwt Oiglrr ('(ulcd/MiotJS. 

... [wp.,, tl1e AAAW delay I"'~' op<ration roaches 6 min utes, 
project planning. engi11eering and design of cap.tcity 
improvements s hould bctK:ti\'Ciy ptiSUCd. \\'hen AAA. W ck.iay reaches 
right minutt'S. impkn~"'tioo of amcjtv impruvcnlOllS shoukl be 
lblderway: 

1995 DOT HDR Rcpon_ Tcclmieal Supplement 
# 3. pogc 1>2 (emphasis added in bold 
und~rscor-.: :md it:tlies) 

r: AA in the FEIS declines to describe the c haos that would exist in I FR average delay 

conditions al 15 n1inutcs AAA \V. 

84. FAA ·s refusal to model and describe the I FR delay as the AAA W delay for 

the full build O~IP- Mru;tcr Plan climbs toward 15 minutes AAAW - 2023 tmd<r the 

uncorr~ctcd 2004 TAf - is highly questionable. One of t he d~clared purposes of the OM P 

was supposedly to achieve a balance between VFR processing (and VFR delays) und l.FR 

processing (and IFR delays). FAA hru; refused to modcllFR delays at demand levels higher 

than 1.2 millioot operations nnd thus leaves h idden wha t nrc likely to be very high IFR 

awrage de lays as lhe trnnic climbs to th e lA million opernlions. Ba~cd on what we know 

42 

nbout the ~nrlier Ricondo mode ling nt 1.3 million op;:rntions, IFR deln}'S ~~~ed~d 40 

mimnes on average under some conditions (\\~lh a 10.9 mimn.c AA.AW). EA1rapolating an 

IFR delay curve from FAA's stated IFR delay at 1.2 million opcrntions. a nd Ricondo's rFR 

delay a t 1.3 million operations. an d FAA"s ··professional judgment" call for AAA\\' of 13-

16 minutes AAJ\W at 1.4 million opemlions. it is clear thai avcrngc IFR delays at ·1,4 

miDiion opcrntions could exceed 70 or more minutos. Cloarly the full build O~IP-Master 

Pla n "ill not och ic\'c the goal of balanced VFR an d IFR dck•ys. 

85. Th e Ma nipulation of the T ime l' c liod Of Anal)•s ls. As discussed above 

lhe: FAA initially m:ulc a nmlli-million dollar AlP planning granl to the City of Chicago in 

2002 to conduct a s tudy of ~1e capacity and delay characteristics of the full build OM I'-

!\•laster Plan and specified that t he Time Period of i-\nalysis should ex1end to the year 2030. 

In -cnrly Murch 2004 Chicago Sl lbmiu cd M :lpplicntion for a $300 million AlP discretionary 

grant. "lllc requirement to qualify for an AlP granl includes thai: a) Chicago and the F .... \A 

nntq evaluate ahe full build OJ\ I P- Ma.~tl!'r Plan over a Time l'criod of Analysk from tthe 

opening of the project (2013) p lus 20 years (to 2032) and b) thai the FAA must evalu,.te 

nltemmives to the proposed project within the fmmework of that 20 year T ime Period of 

86. Despite this history. FAA in the FE IS states t hat FAA is only rcquirod to 'liSe 

a Time Period of Analysis that encompasses a "foreseeable titne frame .. - nnd FAA s:Jys 

thatt the foreseeable T ime P~riod of Analysis is only live )'\!:lrs from tl1c opening of the 

project. However reS1ricting the Time Period of Analysis to only fiw years from the start of 

the proj .. -ct is arb itrary and unn:asonabh.! because: a) using o nly a five year T ime Period of 

An alysis provides misleading iinfonnation :tbout the impacts of the project.. including nhe 

faiDure to disclose facts tiHllth~ full build O~tJl"Master l'lrul will run out of cnpaciry and t hat 

delay savings will disappear and b) using only a fi \·c year lime Period of Analysis hides the 

reality ~1at FAA will ne-cessarily ha''" to employ u ble nded allon1ativc (I.e .. dcnnmd 

managem ent plus ll')e o f other 3ir')>Orts) ~ven. with the full b uild OMP·Master Plan. FAA. ·s 
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eluirn llml use ~r u long~r Time Period of Ann lysis would "nol be er~dibl~·· is dising,~1l!Otts, 

arbitrary, a11d irrational. Not only did FAA fund a 2030 Time Period of A nalysis in its 2002 

planning granL btll th~ FAA"s cvaluaLion and decision on Chicago's application fOr rm AlP 

discretionary grant requires FAA to evaluate both the proposed full build OMP-Master Plan 

and ahcmativcs O\'Cr n Time Period of Ana~ysis from the opening of the projcc1 (20 13) to 

2032. Finally. it is commou in lnrgc public works projects to cvaluotc the proposed project 

and altcmati\'CS to the projccc ov~r a significantly longer period than tivc y t:nn; - lypically 

20 years. 

X. 'fllt'I"C :lre Sel'ernl let.tslble alt<'nmth·c-.s wlti4.·h l'M>Uid ~noid tht' dl"struetion oftht> 
home.s. bllsJneSSC8 and p~rkhmds in lkn:s<-tl villc and Elk Grove VUiagc a nd a\·old 
t.he drstrud ion o f St. Johannes Rt>Ugious Cemclery 

87. As discussed above. cenlral to I' AA ·s selee1ion of Ahen1a1iw C (full build 

0~!1'-Masl<r Plan) and the rcj(..'Ction or ICS:')Cf development altemat i\'CS which would 

a\•oid the dcstnte1ion of the homes. businesses and parkJands in Iknscnvillc ru-•d Elk Gro,rc 

Village and :\vo id the dcsmtctiOil of St. Joh annes Religious Cemete-ry - were the FAA 

assertions thai: 

A On ly Altcmativ~ C. D. and G oould meet uncons trained forecast demand at Lhc 

airport and that only altemali\'es lhat could meet forccasl demand would be 

COillSidcrcd. 

D. ·null Ahcmati vc C produc~.:d grcmcr dclny rcduc1ions than any of th~ other 

altt::mativcs. 

c. l 1HH FAA had no .. authority"' to force airlines to llSe oth~r airports and thus no 

authority to implement a ""blended ahcmativc" (1.e .. use of some lesser le-vel of 

de"elopment nt O'Hare in combinJition with denmnd managl!mem a.nd use of 

o1l1cr nirports.) 

88. Ignored by the FAA was the uncontestable fact that fi1ll build 0!\fP-Mastcr 

Plan s imply camnot be li nanccd (sec discussion above). As the Inspector General has said 

without reliable :u1d secure financial resour ces to build the full build O~IP-Mas.ter Plan. 
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FAJ\ will ~ compelled by necessity 10 cn1ploy n bkndcd nll~mnlivc nl o·unrc. As 

dis-eussed below. once lhe need ror a blended alternative is recogniz.ed. there are seve-ral 

blended allcmatives ' vhich wot.~ld address delays. addn:ss the need to hn.ndlc future traffic. 

and avoid the dcstmclion of the homes. businesses and p:.l'rklands in Bensem~lle and Elk 

Grove Village and avoid tbc dcstn1c1ion ofSI. Johannes Religious Cemetery. 

89. liowcver. I have conducted m y al1c-nuuives ;uH,_lysis ncccpting arguendo 11.hc 

FAA's unfounded nssmnptio11 1ha1 somehow the Sl4.29 billion (and all the other 

unquantified C0$1S described above) are somel1ow magically available. Putting the l:'tck of 

fin:anci:al feasibility aside. I ha-ve examined lhc firSt 1wo o f the FAA's central assertions 

(ability Lo accommodate WlCOitStraincd dt'lnand and larg~tr reduclion in delays) and lbumd 

the-m to be withom merit. 

90. In the FEIS FAA has examined a number of ~lltcmati,•cs which combine 

lesser levels of dewlopmcnl at O"llare and demand (or congestion) management with use 

of other airpon..:;. ·n,ese are wh:.t fAA calls ··l)~rivativ~·· a nd I call :'lltcm:'ltiv~ II through 

Nand lhey arelis led a1 page 3-62 o f lhe FEIS: 

Deli'\lntil't' H - No Action wit.h Use of Other Airports and Congestion 
Management (Average Annual Delay of9.3 M inutes per Operation) 

D('ri\•atin I - No Action with Use of Other Airports and Congeslion 
Mru1agement (Avc-nge Annual Delay consistent with NPRM Modeled Delay) 

Deli,•nth•e .J • No Action with Use of Other Airports and Congeslion 
Management (Average Annual J:)lay 4, 6, 8 }vtinutes pcr Ope~tion or od1er 
FAA Level) 

Derh'a lh•e K - OM I' Phase I (Original AIL B) along with Use of Olher 
Airport.~ and Cong~tion Man:'lgement 

Oeti\'ative t t - Roefinement of Altenl:t.t ive 13, with the Nortlu~·mmost Runway 
moved 10 a south~rn position. 

Deri,'ath •c L2 - Refinement of Ahcm:'ltivc D. with lhc Northcnunosl Runway 
movild 10 lhe south, ~nd the new Runwa)• IOC moved 10 the north. 

Deri,·athe M - No Action wilh a New Soulh Runway only (4300' south from 
c.,isting Runwny 9R/27L) 

Dro·ivath'e N • No Action with a New South Runway only (5000' south fr<)ln 
e;~ist ing Runwny 9R/27L) 
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91. Altcm"tivcs ll. I. and J nrc allcmativcs th:u usc the existing ni.rport and 

employ the same kind of congestion management that is in use by FAA today at O'Hare 

through its sche·duling order ru1d is used e lsewhere in the country ot L.•G'u.trdia ru1d Rcog."' 

National Under congestion or demand management , Lhc F J.-\.L\ simply assesses the levd of 

delay that is desirable and establishes opcn•lional requirements (e.g .• a limit of 88 arrivals 

per hour at O'Hare) thai will produce the s landard of acc~ptable dela~r. All~matives H. I, 

and J arc with<>ul question fca.<iiblc b~at!Sc ibcy employ il1c existing ai:rpon and ll1crc no 

c1uestions of te-chnical feasibility associated with those alternatives. ·n,ese a11enu.ttives 

(which are "blended allcmatives") were rejected by f-AA because: a) they did not "serve 

forecast dcm<Uld'' ond b) because they would allegedly yield kss delay r<duction tl1nn " " '"d 

full build OMP-Master Plan. 

92. Altemalives Ll. L2. and l\.•1 ond N would also likely require dcnuu1d 

management and 1hc level of delay they experienced wou]d d4.."Pcnd on what level of delay 

FAA deemed acceptable. be it the s~une delay as in the current scheduling order or ll 

diiTerent le\'el of d•>siroo delay. 

93. Further, despite a lengthy technical discussion of Ll and 1...2 FA.'\ concludes 

that each of these allemativcs arc '·potent ially feasible" (FEIS at 3·68). However. these IWO 

altcmativcs nrc also rejected because they ''ould y ield less delay savings than FAA's 

Altemative B (l)hase One) which FAA has also stated would not meet the unconstrained 

dcmru1d nnd w<>uld have delay saving less thon full build OMP-Mastcr P lru1. (ld 01 3-68 to 

3-69) 

94. Similarly FAA concluded 11!1at Ahen1atives M and N. were "potent ially 

lcasib le" (FEIS a l 3-73). liowc,•cr oecordin,g to FAA these altemati\'cs Wot~d not meet tl1e 

"purpose and need" presun'!nbly because they did not have the ~ap.1city to serve 

unconstrained Forecast demand and because according to FAA~ they would produce less 

delay stwings th:u1 full build OMP-Mastcr Plan. 
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95. Th~ f.11Jney in FAA's e~vnlier rejection of tl1~'SC ~lt~motiv~s is d~monstr.lt~d 

by the facllhal FAA's prefei'Ted ahornalive (FAA's Ahenutive C - the full build OMP-

1\.•IIlSI.cr Plan) will not mt-ct purpose and n~--cd even if it could be funded.. Based on the 

un~orrecled 2004 TAF tl1e full build OMP-Masler Plan will nm out of capacity by 2023 -

rl!quiring J'."AA to utilize :~ ''blended altcrrunive" (I.e.. demand mnnagcmcm and the use of 

other oi•l'OJ'IS) with the lull build OMP-Mastcr f1an. Usc of o com:ctcd 2004 TAF (to 

address the strange unexplained anomalies in the crconion Otfthat TAf to rcncct lhc higher 

economic growth rate ahat :"hould have produced higher operations and enplanements th:an 

2003) results in full build O~·IP-Master Plan mrming out of capacity no later than 2019 and 

probably earlier. 

96. Similarly. os FAA has acknowledged, dela)~ will moum under full build 

OMP·Mrtster Plan and agnin based on the 2004 TAF nny delay savings between ahe 

approximately 17 minutes of delay FAA claims for the exist ing airfield nnd the 5.2 to 5.8 

mimnes of AAAW delay thai FAA as..<el'l< for the full build 0:1'11'-Mastor Plan will be 

exhausted by 2023 under the uncorrected 2004 TAF and by 2019 under the corrected 2004 

TAF. 

97. Moreover. these dates and delay difl<.-rcntials do not take into nccount the 

approximately 6.5 minute addi.lional ta.xi time penally which tl1e full build 0~11'-Master 

Plan must bear because of the e'1endcd outboard nmways: of lh< full build OMI'-MOS!er 

Plan as compared to existing O'Hare. Pltting that 6.5 minute penalty into lhe analysis 

shows that und~r the 2004 TAF the full build O~·IP-Master Plan will have no travel time 

bi..'tJCfit over the FAA ass< .. 'r14..-d 17 minute existing airfi~o:ld in 2019 :md even earlier if :a 

correc1ed 2004 TAF is used 

98. It is clear from these facts thut: 

A 1ltc full build OMP-Mastcr Plan dO\!S nol lll(!'CI and cannot meet unconstrained 

dcmund. 
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11 To nddre!;!; uneonstrnincd 2004 TAF demand, FAA will b<! r.:fJUirod 10 us~ n 

bhmde·d altemative (1.e., congeslion rnanagemenl and other airpons) in 

combin ation with full build OM.P-Mastcr Pl:ln. Once the: need for 3 blended 

allemative is acknowledge~ FAA has acknowledged I hal otl1er blended 

oltcmativcs - e.g .• AltcnJativcs H. I. J. M. and Narc feasible. Indeed. FAA has 

asscncd that AJtcmntivc K (Phase One) would r¢<JUirc a blended nltcn1ativc. 

C. Any so-called "delay snvings" nssoeiatcd with l<oll build O:-W-Mastcr l'lan - as 

compared to FAA ·s asserted 17 minute delay at existing o·nare will be rapidly 

exhausted and within n few years after it opens. full build Ol\IP-r-..lastcr Plan will 

not hn·vc any dday savings advantag~ over the FAA's asserted 17 minute delay at 

existilllg O'Hare. 

99. Further. these facts make clear that scvcrnl of lhc aJtemnti vcs put fon,'ard in 

Alten1ativcs 1-1. I. J. Ll :>nd L2 and ~·I ruod N - all of which would employ demand 

m1magement - would have SU(h.'fior delay perfonllMlce on~r f111l build 01\IP-M:l.St~ Plan 

without demand management. For example, 
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Allt>math'e 

Full build OMP-Master Plan in 2023 at 
IS minutes AAAW delay p lus 6.5 
mim1tcs la;~;;i delay - without demand 
mana.gcment 

De-ri\'a tive H - No Aclion wilh Usc of 
Other Airports and Congcslion 
Management (Average Annual Delay of 
9.3 Minutes per Operation) 

OC'rivnth't' I - No Action wfth Usc of 
()lher Airports and Congeslion 
!l.•lanagcmcnt (Avcrng¢ Annual Od:.y 
consistcm with NPRM r-..Jodelcd Delay) 

Level of drb y per operation 

21.5 minutes 

9.3 minutes 

lunkno-.nl FAA has no1 run TAAMs 
model on FAA Scheduled Order delays 

1><'-rlvnl h ·c J - No Acliou wilh Use of 4. 6. or 8 minutes as selected by FAA 
Other Airports and Congcslion 
~fanag~m~nl (Average Annu .. 1l Delay 4. 
6. 8 ~vf inutcs per Operation or other FAA 
Level) 

100. Altenlatives Ll and L2 and M and N~ and e\•en Phase One would have 

si111ilar levels of delay perfommnce :~.t similar Jcvcls of delay selected by FAA under 

demand management. 

101. ln stuumal)' there arc sc,·cral alternatives which would avoid the need to 

deslroy the home~. businesses. park lnnds in Bensenville ruld Elk Grove and the dest.ruct~on 

of St~ Johannes Cemetery. 11t¢Se altemativcs would be blended ~llh..-matives just as FAA 

will be required 10 use blended allcmalircs wilh full build OMP·Masler Plan when il runs 

out of cllpncity shortly ofior it o1>ens. 
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XL FA;\ ts Claim or L:.u.·k of Aut hority lo lmplern~nt ~~ Ult'nd('d Alt<'·nmtivt is 
\ Vit.hou1 i\leril. 

102. FAA claims in that it cannot implement a blended allemative. - I.e .• 

congestion m::uutgcmcnl and the usc of other airpor1s in conjunclion "ill! various lcn:l.s of 

dc,·e lopmenl al O'Hare because FAA ca01101 C.{)mpcl the usc of other airports. As stated by 

the FAA: 

A s ignificant conponcnt of the Blended Alten1ative is the use 
o f other a irpons. l11e usc of other airports is dri\'cn by the 
markcl and cannel be dir~c1cd by the FAA. In a deregulated 
domestic aviation industry. the l'cdcrttl gov~mnwnt docs not 
control where. ' vhcn. and how airlines provid~ tlH:ir scn,ic~o:K 

nor is the- 1:-ederal go\'emment the driving force in airpon 
capacity development or airport utilization. Ralher. thl! avia1ion 

inc.!ustrv. in partne:rship with local and regional govcnun~nt. iu 
response to marke t demaJHi, ddves \\here. and how air travel is 
accommod.·ucd. 

FiEIS p. 3-42 (emphasis added) 

Under pr<..>Sent law, the federal go,·enunenl cannol pn."Scribc 
COilJLrols aOCcting the rates. routes, or services governing 
cornmercial aviation. Similarly FAA cannot 1\."<!uire: a chang~ in 
the passenger distribution pnllem of other modes of 
trru1sportation. 

ID (emphasis added) 

103. FAA has set up a legal ·slraw man·· argumcnl here lhn.l suggests that usc of a 

.. blended .. alternative somehow r~quir~?:S FAA to issue an ord~ .. directing·' or .. compelling'' 

airlines to use « rtain ajrports. On the contrary, we arlo! not advocates of FAA orders 

.. directing" the airlines to use other airports. ~·loreover. nothing in the Blended Altcnmtivc 

e.valu.-uio•l requires t_hl;!: issuance of such an order. 

J04. llle Clllire evaluatiOn Of bJe llded a ltl!rtlilliVCS - ~~tld the ·implt!Tl"JCill;ltiOII or 

blended altcmativcs - can be undertaken within the framework of existlng FAA authority 

irwoh1ing the power or the Jh.-'"11 :u.d 1hc power o( the purse. As slated by the FAA in its 

reeenl Record of l)ecision for Logan Airport. where the FAA ordered Masspon to develop a 

demand management program: 

so 

'"While FAA does no1 have the- nuthority 10 conlrol or dirl!'ct the 
aCiions and decisio ns of ~vtasspor1 relative 10 pl:uming for Log:'ln 
airport. FAA does have the authoritv to withhold project 
approval, including federnJ funding and the. olher federal actions 

disclL~sed in this ROD." 

ROD p 6 (emphasis added) 

~"n1e EIS and MITRE 11ndings not 011ly poinl to 1he lo•lg..tl!rm 
signifieruJcc of the runway [a proposed 5000 foot RJ nlll\\18YI in 
reduc ing delays, but also indicate that demand management 
needo;; to he considered a"~t a viable lonstleml measure:· 

ld at p. 12 (omphasis added) 

·111is requirement 10 develop and submit a detailed plan [for 

demand manngcn1cnt) is a c.ondition or the ROD nnd if 
Masspon docs not JUUill this rC:<juircmcnL the FAA is entitled 
to US<! a full mngc of lcgol options to compel Mossport to fulfill 
this requirement.·· 

ld. ROD Part 2 aLp. 16 (emphasis added) 

105. Indeed. a blended ahcmntive is currently in place nl O"H:trc loday as a n.:suh 

or the r:AA Scheduling Order~ FA.L'\ has ob.s~r.red th.al liS a necessary consequence of 

demand management at o·Hare. the airlines will usc other hub airpons to accommodate the 

excess unsatisfied demand to accommodate transfer passeng,ers. As stated by the FAA in its 

Prelimmary Regrtlatory Evalliation (March I. 2005) to support tl1e FAA ·s proposed 

sclacduling order in ils March 2005 Notice of Proposed Rule making: 

u .. (TJhe hubbing carriers h•we many al1em1ttivcs to reroute 
passengers 

ld at 38 

"With a large slurc of the passcngcrs on connc.cting t1iglns. hub 
carriers sm.•h as United nnd Arncrican would ha\'c many 
allematives to raoutc their passengers to their final 
deslination .. . We believe lhat hub carriers could r\!tain the 
connccling passengers on d1c rcm3.ining flights through 
nllemutivc hub nirp011s. 

ld at 41. 
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I 06. "lllesc connncnls by FAA in iiS NPRM procooding roO~CI the oxue1 r<nsoning 

conlained in a 1996 lener b)r exectuives from Uniled and American stat ing thai Am erican 

and United hav.c great flexibility in moving. transfer tmflic between hubs. FAA dismisses 

the leiter a .. dated''(without any basis for FAA's conclusion) but Lhe operational Oexibility 

reflected in that lcllcr is the same as th~ llcxibility addri.!Sscd in the ~·larch I. 2005 FAA 

T<J>OI1. 1l1cro is nothing "dated'' about the facts or tile logic oft I~< 1996 loiter by oxeculivos 

[rom United nnd Amcric:Ul. 

107. A.~ Campbell- f-lill poimed om in our e3tlier filings with F'AA in this maue r. 

FAA can usc either iiS grant power (and the rdated imposit ion of conditio ns o n lhc grnnt tlS 

per the Boston l,..ogan example) or the regulatory power thro ugh mechanisms such as the 

scheduling limir.ations currently in use at o· Bare. LaGuardia, and elsewhere. In our earlier 

filin~ with FAA we pointed oul dtnt the recent Record of dccis ion in Loo An geles cnlls for 

and approves a b lended altemati\'e for LAJ''"'\ in which le!!:s than all of the unCOJlStrained 

demand will be accommodated at LAX. l1h~ phy:'>ic~11 limitations at LAX will have 1h~ 

necessary em!cl of moving nights lh:u would otherwise u;c I.A.-'i: to other airports. 

108. Similarly the conununitics ru1d the Religious Obje<:tors luwc pointed out that 

Chic:1go implcm~nted and FAA approved n Record of .t:>2cision in 1984 for O ' l1:1rc that 

<li.'Pressly n:je<:,ted an ahemativo (new nonways) !hat would b.: ne«led to carry the 

.. unconstrained'" demond ond inste-ad opted for :lll 3henHltive developtnt!lll Ol O'llarc that 

would e.arry thal traflic which could be carried by the exiling runwtt.ys with the use of other 

hub airports for lhl!: excess demand O'Hare has been using a .. blen:led a lternative·· with 

FAA ~s :tpprov:'tl s ince 1984. 

XU. Comp~Uimg Governmental N<'t'd olnd A' •ailabilicy of A.ltc m alh't.-s To A, ·oid 
lkstruction of St. Joh;um<'S Rd igiou.s C<'m«<'ry 

I 09. I have been asked if I am :aware o f any facts which are relevant to lhe 

<JUCSI.ioru: of: 

S2 

A \Vh.:ihl!r thoro is n ~ot,polling go\'cmmonlnl nc~d ibr O'Jinr.: 10 ne.:ommodni.: 1lil 

ofthl! transfer lraffic which United and American wish to route t hrough O"Hare. 

B. If there is such a compelling gowmmcntal ncod. an :· there altcmtnjvcs lo meet that 

need which would avoid deslruction ofSI. Johannes Cemetery. 

110. 1l1crc is no compelling go,rcmmcntnl neOO to force all of the transfer traflic 

that United nnd American wish to push through O'Hare into nn e~'Pnndcd O'Hare (in 

nccordnnce with the FAA forecast). 11 is impon:ru1 to cmpb1.sizc that - :\s pointed out by 

the executh•es of United and Anlerica11 in 1heir 1996 letter- the exisring o·uare has 

cno nnous reserves of capacity for local ··orig in-dt.-slination" pnsscngcrs for decades into the 

future. 

Il l. The delay and capacity crunch comes when Unilcd and Americtt.n mak~ 

pri vale economic decisions for wh:.ll they perceive to be their private competitive economic 

advantage 10 move transfer tratlic (lratlic th at never sets foot outside the airport) between 

1heir vario"' hubs (Denver. J)ull<s. nnd O'~lare for Uniled: Dalla.< and 0 '1-lnr< for 

A111erican). 

11 2. ln my opinion tlle decision to push tmnsf.cr traOic into O'Hare to the point 

that delays rise to pressure for the dcstmc:tion o f a religious cemetery is cSSt"IUially a privtll.e 

economic de<:ision which does not fill any compelling national or compelling local 

govenlmemal need. 

L LJ. Even if some compelling gove-rnmental n~d was idenlificd. full build O~fp. 

I\. laster Plan does not satisfy th3t need and th~re are (a.'l:i disctl')Sed above) several allematives 

by which the airlines using O'Hare can usc otlu.>r options to service their transfer ~tsscngcr 

need~ wilhout destroying St. Joltannes Cemetery. As disc:us..~ed above. any so called ''de Jay 

savings'' made by deSitoying the religious cemetery will oo shon Jived ;md there are Jess 

destrucLiv~ altcmati\"eS that have CC:Jual or greater delay savings. Similarly. as FAA h as 

acknowledged in its schcdu1i11S order documents. Unit\.'d :md Atn(:rican huvc scv\!nal 
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c~metery. 

XUI. FAA's Ba.selcss Assertions 

114. FAA in lnte July rele-ased several hundred pages of dctai led and some" hat 

disorganized cou•ments on Campbell-Hill's t..'arlicr reports. We ha\'c not had the lime logo 

through and respond to all of tltcse comm~nts in the time frant< provided by FAA for 

respon .. ~e - Sept!!mber 6. 2005. By not responding to each commenL I do not mean to 

crcottc tl1e implicntion tl1at we agree with -::ach FAA conuncnt. Nevertheless~ given the 

shortness of tirne. I feel compelled to addre;;s sont< of the most serious errors in the FAA 

comments. 

XIV. USE 01' OTUEH MID-CONTINENT AIRPORTS 

11 5. As Campbell- Hill reponed in it.s earlier filings with 1:-f\A. J'ZAA J)erfonned no 

anal}~is o f the potential use of other hubs to satisfy growth proje<:ted for O'llnrc"s 

comtccting tramc. "I11ere are many hub airports that have sullicient available capacity and 

the FAA htlS ·t11c authority to c.-~::ercisl! congestion rn:magcrncnt measures that would 

cncou.rng..: airlines to usc otl1cr airpons. A.lso .. its funding decisions (the po\\'cr oftl1e purse) 

influence airline scheduling decisions over their route network as well ~s tl1cir marketing 

and pricing s tralcgics (C-11 April 6. 2005 Repo11. pages 70· 74). 

116. FAA t\Slt(>rtion. FAA agrees 'lh.1t thcr~ is idle C.'lpacity nt o-ther mid· continenl 

hubs, but it argues lhat it has no statutory authority to force a shift to other hubs. 'Ill!! FAA 

states thnt 0'1 Jar.; is uniqu.; because of its ·•signiJicnnt origin·dcstimuio11 tr.t.fllc. historictll 

function a.~ a connecting hub, :md one of the most important intcmat ional 

gatcways."(Comm~nl 129) Since O'linre is so uniqut!. it is unlikely that Lh¢ major nirlines 

at ORD will be able lo successfully use other mid-continent airport..;;. 1l1e FAA also nllacks 

Campbeii~Hill using the tem1 ''mid-conlinent'' to describe airports such a.~ Atlant~ 

S4 

Ciutrlonc, N~wrult. Dulles. Philnddphio, nnd l'insburW!. llt~ FAA nlso sn)'!: thnt • r~por1 

called. llle National Impact of C ivil Aviation., co--authored by Campbelt.l-lill in 2002 lists 

som e o f lhe airports in this rcpo.n tha.t have additional capa.dly a.s a.lrpons that need capacity 

improvement (Comments 129, 130, and 131). 

117. Cnmpbdl-llill R rsponse. Campbel~tlill"s rcpon CX"Jllained that the FAA 

has impl~mcnted eongc:stion managt!ment schemes thai have had the effect or shifting tmfJic 

to otltcr uirpons. Camp bel~ Hill ncv'-r suggested that the I' AA has tlu: autl1ority to tbroc 

air~ines t.o tt(j;e cenain airports. C nmpbeii. Uill's point is that i f congestion management is in 

place. airlines are likely to use o ther connecting hubs that h01ve suflicicnt available capacity. 

11t is way the marketplace (in,dividual airline decision·m:.t.kcrs) decides how it wants to 

utiDize a cot\Strained (not unlimited) resource. 

118. Also. the uniqu.:n~ss of ORD will not deter ::tirlin~:"S fi'om shifting some 

co111nectirlg traffic to other airport.~. In fact. many of the airpons t.hat C.'1mpbell· l-lill 

mentioned as competing hubs have high yi~!ld(j; fOr corwccling pa.o;;sengers and high lo ad 

factors. The yields for pas:o;;engers connecting over MEM. CLT~ STL, DT\V. PIT, AT L. 

IAtl. CVO. ru1d ~ISP arc all h igher than tl1c yid d of passengers com1ccting over ORD. 

Airlines an; more likely to car'-' nboul yields at other hubs than ORO's "historical function as 

a c·o1mecting hub ... 

119. The fact that some competing hubs that Campbel~ liillmcntioncd do not 

ha\'C a true "mid-continent'' location is irrelevant. Regard]ess of lh~ir loem.ion. these .arc 

hubs that airlines could us-e to connect passengers in .. ~ead of using ORD. and they are :lll 

hubs that compete with O'Hare today fOr connecting tmfllc. 

120. Tite airports lis1cd in Campbcl~ liill"s 2002 study entitled Tite Natio nal 

hn:p.1c1 of Cilil Al'ialion wer~ the nirpor1s with plnou1ed infrastmctur~ improvcm~nt~ based 

on FAA sources. Campbell· Hill made no assessment of the economic merits of any of the 

prognuns r.:fcrNd to in the repOrt. Just bccarnoc some of tho airports tuw.: plnnncd c."p;tcity 

improvements does not mean t hat they are clu·rently out o f capacity. or that they pass a 
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rigorous b.:nefilfcosttesl. In th~ ! ituation of O'llnr<'s OM I', th~ cools outweigh Ute potcntinl 

small and short· lived delay benli!fits. while nl the same lime increasing access times and 

1c mllna l facil itaaion times. 

121. FAA Asser1ion. In Chapter 3 of1he EIS, Lhe FAA intuitively considered the 

usc of otlk.--r m[d-continent hubs as an ahcmntive 1o relieving congestion nnd addressing 

futuro domond at O'llote (Comment 129) 

122. C:nnpbclt-llill R<'Sponso. As Cruupbeii-Hill stated in its report. ~1c FAA's 

entire treturnent of the use of mid-continent hubs is co11tained in two p:1ges. 111e f'AA 

irresponsibly dismissed this lltcmativc by arguing that it does not have the authority to 

mandate the use ofoU1er airports. As Campbell-Hill has showoL the FAA has a history of 

using congestion management measures thal have had the e fl'ect of shifting traft1c to other 

:tirports. TI1c Fr\A mowd its mc:nlion of mid.contincnt airports fi"om obs(:urity in Appendix 

Cof~1e DEIS to Chapter 3 in the FEIS. It is clear the FAA did this becaLL" puning it in the 

:t.l)pendix. which is suppo~ed to ha\'e d~tails of the FAA's ::~.n<~lysis. highlights the t3ctth~t 

lhe FAA dismissed the po11.~11ial use of oth-er mid·continent hubs wilho·ut pedbnning rmy 

analysis at all. It still has pcrfonncd no araal)l>is. but relics solely on biased opinion and 

conjcetur~. FAA cnnnol blindly rely on seU'..declarcd unsubstantiated "'cA"pcrtisc", without 

evidence or logk to support its assertions. 

XV. ORJ) As An Lflft nlntiomll Gntewuy 

123. Campbell· Hill in its earlier c<>mmcnts to FAA pointed Oltl that even with 3 

shift of some transfer traffic to other hubs. O'Bare·s origin·destination r atio would still be 

comparable to o t11Cr intcmntiOft{~l hubs. 

124. If a portion of ORO's connecting passengers was shifted to other mid· 

continent hubs. ORO's local to connecting l"ltio would increase 10 61 :39 by 20 tS. ·n,is is 

similar to many intemational gateways including JFK, LAX and SFQ_ l11erefore, it is 

S6 

r~ll5onnbl~ to conclude that O'lhtr~ would continue liS n mujor inl~ntntionnl gntewny (C-11 

Repon. page 7t and 73) 

125. I'J\ A Assertion. FAA asserts ~JOt~,. other gateways cited by Campbell-Hill 

are not relevant because they are not "inland'" gateways. PAA asserts that of the airports 

listed in Exhibit 400. ATL is moSI similar 10 ORO because it is n mnjor inland intcmation:~l 

gateway. ATL has a largor conllccting share than ORD today. 'This indicates ~\at a l"'l)C 

conn~cting share is required t o suppon ru1 intcm:ttional g:1h:way at au inland airport 

(Comments t30 nnd t32). 

126. C:uupbt>llaUill Rt•sponst'. This cla im by FAA is simply :.'1 non sequitur wit11 

no logic.al or l.'lllpirical basis. A TL ls not an .i!lli!nQ. gateway. It is 2 40 miles from the 

Atlantic coast and it is less inhnd than Dallas. which is 340 miles from Mexico. O'Hare is 

onl y 250 miles fi'om Canad."l. A:n. is not in any wny 311 inb nd point. 

127. lhe fact t_hat ATL ha~ a larger share of connecting passengers d<xs 11ot 

l'upport th~ conclusion that a connecting share larger than 3~<~ is ne-eded at ORO for it to 

operate as an intemational gateway. ~rne Atlanta local/connecting ratio simply d~monslmtes 

that it is a much smrulor local 0&0 market than Chicago (27.9 million vs. 42.8 million). 

which is supported by a much s.m:.tllc-r population (5.0 million \'S. 9.6 m illion). Anotl1cr 

reason for A 11.'s Jocallconne<:ting ratio is U1at because of geography and history it is Delta's 

largest system hub. Due to the ractors djscussed above. the math simply produces n 

co111parativcly low locaUconnecting ratio for ATL 

128. Toronto Pe3!'5on 1-\irpon is a m;tior inland inumational gatew::ty and it h<k.S a 

conJlCCLing shan.:: of only 2:S0 o. Over 50~o of all Toronto dcpnr1urcs :tre inlcmatimml and 

one in four depmures is operated by a foreign carrier. ·nte Toronto metro area population 

is slightly larger than the Atlanta metro area population (5.3 million \IS. 5.0 million). 

Toronto belies the FAA's contri-ved theory for basing it cnlirc response on At hun a. 
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XVI. LAX EIS ISSUES 

t 29. Campbell- Hill in its carl ier ctmnnents to FAA pointed out that FAA's work 

in the LAX EIS was more sensible and r~ponsible because it tnlly foctased on a b:tlanced 

re-gional approach Lhou uses a 'blended .::sltcmnti\'t of LAX in combination with other 

airports 1l>e ORD EIS on ahe oahor hand focuses only on ahc use of ORI) for 

accommodating fi11ure increases in trafl'ic de111and. 

130. FAA Assca11on. FAA claims thna ·n,e LA)( EIS is not oomparnblc ao ~1c 

ORD EIS because .. . "I. Tite a irport syslems in ahe Los Angeles region and tlte Chicago 

region an: different: 2. ·n1c roles of L.A..'"\ nnd ORO arc ditlCrcnt: and 3. ·n 1c sponsor 

r<e1uests in each case nre different." (Comment 138) Tite wide geographic spread of the Los 

Angeles region makes it easier ror r~gional airports to serve rt.!gional demand. Chicago is 

not ns densely populat.:':d. Also, ORD is diJl.i.Y!.!nt b¢callS~ it is more of n conncc1ing hub 

thwt LA)(. ''ORD compct<-s wiah other hubs such ru; DEN rutd DFIV for connecting tra!lic. 

both domest ic and intemJtionrtl. \Vitl,out a substantial critical mass of a:ir service at ORD. 

the connecting hub airlines serving ORD would not be competitive in tcmts offT..:qucncy of 

connections and the ::wailability of attractive fares." (Conunent 138) 1ltc FAA also statl.!d 

thai because ORO serves us a rnajor intCrtltHional gateway t'l.nd coni..,."Cting hub it is 1t01 

practic:ll to assume that fl ights w ill be s pread to other airport.<s:, despite available capacity 

(Conmtenl 138). 

131. Cnmpboll-lli\1 ll<·sponsc. 'l!'he geographical spread of a populaaion should 

not c!Tcct the FAA's consideration of altematives that bencfilthc people of a whole region. 

instc.ad of jusl one nirport. Indeed. FAA is pursuing the S.'lmc kind of regional npproach in 

the Northcotst {using multiple airports to address Bos ton Logan·s cx«ss long tcnn d\:mand) 

as is tlh! FAA inth~ Los Angeles ~letropolilun Area. 

132. The FAA also argues that each airport is different and therefore it should not 

be held to a cornsistent sel of standards or guidelines in its analysis. This is both wrong and 

irrespo1to;;ible. 

S8 

133. Cnn1pbell-llill ngr~~s thnt :tirlin~s usc DEN :n1d DFW to oonn~ct p:ISS~ng~r.; 

inSload of nsing O'Hare. ORI) also compeaes with Sll_ HOU. ATL. KCI. PIT, CVG. CLT. 

DTW. IAH. ~ISP. SLC. and others for domcsaic arnflic: a n<l wi~t SFO. Lr\-'<. DFW. IAH. 

ATL. EWR, JFK, lAD. BOS, YYZ, and o~ters lor inlennational traffic. Cantpbeii-Hi\1 

discuss1,.'d this in Chapter 4 of its April 6 report. ·n1c FAA never quantifk-s or o01!rs :.Ul 

opinion on how m:lJly conJ11!Cting passengers. !lights. or bii'Cadth of services comprise n.he 

"critical mass"' necessary for ORD hub cru-ricrs to compete with hub carriers at other airports 

(some of which arc the s.11ne}. A.;; show11 in Cmnpbell- I-I ill's analysis. even ~hifti11g all 

ful urc unconstrained passengerS thai cannot be acc.ommoda.ted under a constrained OR)) to 

other oonnecling hubs produces more connecting passengers at ORD than ORD has today 

(Exhibit 403). OR D's hub viabili1y would not be diminished. In fact, ahe FAA otTers no 

analysis whatsoever to d..:monstratc that n reduclion in ORD•'s c:onnccaing ratio (not absol ute 

number:-: of passengers) will w.:nken its service pa11en1 or competitive viability. 

134. Funhennore. ORO could ~crvc a." a major inlemalional gateway. even it was 

considerably smaller than it is today. JFK. which is significantly smaller lhan ORD in te nus 

of'boah roundtrip domestic O&D (8. 1 million vs. 13.1 million) and toaal cnplancmcnas (18.6 

million vs. 36.0 million). hns 73°~ more int~mational cnplancments (8.6 million vs. :5.0 

miDiion) and 76% more roundarip inlemational O&D (2.8 million vs. 1.6 million) ahan ORD. 

135. Finnlly. ahe rcqllesl of ahe sponsor shoulcl no1 afToca wlh!lher lhc FAA 

adequately and responsibly cvalumcs ahcmali\·e.s. assesses fimmcial feasibility. and 

determines environmental impacts. 11tc FA/\ perfomted no analysis to support the claim by 

the: City th:~t ... "it would be IJCCCSS:try to in(..'TCasc capacity :u O'Hare to meet rcgion:1l 

de111and need'5. "(Comment 138}. 1l1e illogic of this statemelllt 1s emphasized by the fact!"> a) 

lh~t Chicago cam1ot assemble the limncing for full build OMV"Mnster l'ltu1 and that b) full 

bui ld 0~ .. 1 Pa\•fastcr Plan r:., lis far short of meeting regional cl!cmand and c) that FAA has not 

cha llenged tiN ass~11ion by the impacted oommuni1ies thnt fnr more cap~1city can be buil1 t&l 

far less cost at other locatio11s in the metropolitan Chicago region. ff\A ·s failure to take ll 
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r~gioMI npprMch in th~ Cbicngo nt~tropolit:lll r~gion - os cont.r:IStcd with th~ r~gionnl 

muhi airpon app roach laken by FAA in the Los Angeles and Boston - i.s simply irrational. 

Indeed. FAA's failure to cxmn inc rcgionn.l d'-'rnand and the imp:tct of that demand on tht 

capacity shortcomings offt1ll build OMI)·~·Iaster Plan is he ightenOO by the FAA ·s statement 

thai Midway will soon be out of capacity. 1;-AA's FEIS ignores the irnpoct of Midway's 

umnet demand gtO\\th on the ful l build Ol'vll'- Master Plan proposa.t. 

xvn. Cllnnci.'S or. Fom1h Airport Acoommodadng Regional Demand 

136. FAA Ass.trtion ""llH:n: is 1110 curnnt example in the Unite-d Sta.tcs for a 

region to bc served by more tlum three airpons each with a significant ( 10 percent of 

gr~ater) mar ket share. f'rom l_his data. it is not rc!aSOrlable to conclud~ that th.: Cbicago area 

could be served by more than three airports. with each having 10 percent or more of the 

r<gional demand." (3-20) 

137. C :tmpbeU· I-liU R"sponst. : 1l1c FAA hAs no basis .for this conun~o'Tlt. 

Chicago is the t hird larwst air travel markel in the U.S. As traffic grows in large markets 

like Chicago it is li_kety thlt existing airports will nul out of capacity and alternative airports 

will be needed and could actually have four airpons with more than 10 percent of the 

regional tra.flic. 111c reason that no market has more tiHU\ 3 airpons with more tiHUl 10 

percent of the regional traffic could simply be because no market is c:urr~mly large enough. 

~lorcovl!r. the .choice of a sclf.serving hypothetical criterion like "10 percent" is or no 

significance. 11te fact is that nmltiplc-airpot1 hub regions like Los Angeles. San 1:rancisco. 

W.ashinglon!Baltimorl!'. NC\\t Yor~ nnd Chi cago do support multiple numbers of g.ro\"''ing 

airports. Jn fact., the Los Angeles region supports five s ignificant air canier airports. 

XVlll Cnpitaliz.t."CC lntl'rcst lssue.s 

138. FAA Asse11lon. fAA asserts that Capitalized Interest should 1101 be added 

into the c-apit:tl cost~ of the project becau!';e it is a financing C'()~l. To a dd it in would be 
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doubk ~ounting sine~ 01~ FAA considcr~d cnpitnlizcd intmst in its lin:~~~eing plnn 

(Comments 96 and 97). 

139. Campbellallill H.t'Sp<Uts('. "fbroughout this discussion :lnd in Section 3.0 of 

Carnpbell- 1-lill's report dated J\ pril 6, 2005. the tenn "capitali~ed inlere.st " refers to interc:st 

p3id on constntcti>n rcl:llcd (()ruls during the J>I.~Od of constnaction and prior to proj-ect 

completion. Campbcl~llill has stated that capitalized interest is a project capital cost and 

should bc i.ncorporatcd as part of the total capitol cost "onsidercd by ~~• FAA in its 

a.~cssment of financial fe.as:ibility and finn!lceabilily (C- I-1 Repon. p.1ge 55). 

140. Capitalized interest is part of the cost of acquiring an asset and bringing it 

available for usc. and therefore-, is a project capital cost. 'llle capitalization of interest cost 

onl y occurs during the construction period. After this. the interest is treated as an operat ing 

expense. ·n,c Finnnciol Accounting Stand"'ds Board (FASB) policy docs not treat 

capitalized interest as an inter..~t e~pem~e on debt. but a.dds the amount of capita lized 

int~rest to the cost of the asset in tlliC!'tion. From an accounting perspective, capitalized 

interest is treated the same as concrete used to build a run\\'ay. l l1e following quotations 

from ru1 FASD policy document c~-plain lh!! proper Ircatmc-nu of capitalized interest: 

"'fl1c historical cost of acc,uiring nn asset includes the costs 
nccc.ssurily incurred to bring it to the conditton nnd location 
necessary for its intended use. lf an asset requires a period of 
time in which lo carry out the activities necessar y 10 bring it to 
that condition and location. the interest cost incurred during that 
period as a result of ex1xmditures for the assel i.s a part of the 
historical cost of a.rquiring the a SS<'t.3" (cmph&SSis supplied) 

"l11c objcctiv\!S o f ca.pitnli:zing inter\!St arc (a) to obtain a 
mea.'5ure of ::tcquisition cost that more closely reflects the 
enterprise's total ir:~vcsunent in the asset and (b) to charge: a cost 
thnt r<'lntc.-s to the <.lC'(Iu.isition of n rcsoon-e ICh~tl wUI bcncJit 
fuCurt> twriods ~to:tins1 thl' revc.>nut'S o f the pc l'iods bfnt.•fit{'d 
'"(em1>hasis supplied) 

) Financml Aocomting Standards. 8oord Statwrnt of financial Acrowtjgg Standarsh: No }t CvmUIIJzatjooof 
~ 1'18' s. O<tob<t 1979 
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''On the premise that the historical cost of acquiring an nsscl 
should include :tll costs necessarily incurred 10 bring it to the 
cor1dition and localiou necessary for it.~ inlended use. the Board 
co1nclud~~.~ that, in principle. ihe cost incurred in flnnndng 
l'Xf "nditUI't"S for llll assd during a l't"guit·ed construction or 
de'l'clonm€'nt IM'riod is ilst'lf u part of th(' a~t's historical 
ucqu.is ition rost. " (emphasis s upplied) 

14 1. Using the temt capitalized interest infers th:u lhe interest is a capital cost. 

Capiralization is defined as . .. "the process ofaccumukuing cost in an asset account unlil the: 

itt!m is used to produce revenue." Simply u'li-ing the tenn "capitalized in1erest" implies that 

this intcn.-st cosl is part of the cost of an asscl. not merely a linancing cost. 

142. A nother illlportant poi.nt is that if the cost of interest incurred during 

construction is not added to the project cost, it is not in the airline rates and c harges base, 

and then:lbrc. it will never be paid by the air lines. While the FAA admits on p:lgc U.4· 563 

that its own policy prohibits an airport from assessing interest e~:pense on constmction loans 

prior to a project's COI'Upletion. it naiw ly _goes on to say. however. th:tt nothing would 

preclude such c harges if the airlines agr(:cd lo il in their rates and charges agreement. Titis 

weak response is without meril as thl! FAA did not provide n singk example of nn nirpon 

where the airlin~ willingly pay for eonstru.ction lo:m interest (during constn 1C.1i0n) out of 

the goodness ofthci_r hearts. ffthis interest cost is not C<lpitalizcd. the a irport cannot recover 

it through future mtes and chnrgcs. 

143. Cmnpbcii-Hill's trcatmenl of capitalized interest docs not double count any 

e:xl>enditures. Campbell·l-lill correctly divided the inte rest into two pools: (1) payrnellls 

duriug project .constmction. and (2) payments aflcr project complc1ion. ll1c p:t.)lllCnts 

required to be ruadc during construction were "capitalized." thai is. they were added to the 

capital cost of the project itself. ·n1e paylllents made aJler the project is completed and 

available for use were tr~atcd by Campbell· Hill as o rdinary interest "c :'t.:pc nsc'· (a financing 

cost). ·n,is is consistent wi1h f ASB nccounting standa.rds. 
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144. In the FAA's IOI'Iured eO'ort lo minimize lh~ IOU) "e.1pil~l" cost oflh~ OM I' il 

argues against a well-eslabli!!:hed accounting principal and as-serts that interest expense 

during constmction should not be capitalized (for unstated reasons) and therefOre it is not a 

relevanl cost for feasibility or benefit/cost analysis purposes. ·n,c City and the FAA atlcmpt 

10 invcm new nccounting com·cntions in their cOOrts to minimize the tntc OMP capital 

costs. 

145. Cnmpbeli-Hill's am~ysis docs not doubk count anything bconusc tltc City 

never included irlleresl cost duri11g construc tion in its capital cost b.1se any more than it 

included a portion of Mayor Daley's salary. ll1c FAA's logic is tota.Hy fJaw"-'<L its research 

of the City's cost ligures leads lo false conclusions or assumplions, and it dcmonstralcs a 

complete ignorance of gene rally accepted accowuing princ iples and standanis. 

146. FAA Asst••'fion Cnpita1izcd interest docs not 3.CC:umubuc on PFC bonds 

because 1hc City is rec-eiving J>FC revenue even during the '-'Onstn1ction period (Comments 

97 and !07). 

147. C ampbell-Hill l~t>Sponse. ·n ae tbrec:.tst PFC rc.venue will not be sufficient 

to cover the PFC-backed debt nnd Pay As You Go financing in the Cit)t's financing plan. 

During the oonstmction period .. this. PFC shortfall will h::tvc to be funded by issuing GARlls 

be<:ausethe airl;nes do not pay lUllil 01e runways/temtinals Ill\! available for their use. llle 

interest on these additionol GARBs during the constn1ction period must be capitalized and 

added lo tl1e total constmclion cost (C-1·1 Report, pages 55 and 58). 

148. Campbell-Hill never c:tlculated capitalized interest on PFC-b:tc ked bonds. 

As described ::1bovc. lhc capil<lliz.cd int<:resl w:ts calcuJ:w::d for 1hc GARBs thai would be 

issued 10 pay fo:r the shortfall in PFC revenue. C.1mpbell-- Hill's analysis is correct. 

63 

I declare under penally of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

SUBSCRLBEO and SWORN TO before 
me this.§!!! day of September, 2005 

VA.ri,,~ 
~"'( Notary Public 

YY\.j conorrtl S -!>1 OY\ e"-P'fe 5 81311 d007 
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A
N

A
LYSIS A

N
D

 R
ESPO

N
SE TO

 C
O

M
M

EN
TS PR

ESEN
TED

 


IN
 TH

E A
FFID

A
V

IT O
F BR

IA
N

 C
A

M
PBELL 


This affidavit w
as part of a package of com

m
ents subm

itted to the FA
A

 in response to the 
agency’s invitation for public com

m
ents on portions of the Final Environm

ental Im
pact 

Statem
ent and the FA

A
’s proposed resolution of religious liberty issues.  A

s w
ith M

r. Flem
ing’s 

affidavit, the FA
A

’s analysis of his com
m

ents w
ill track his affidavit, and w

ill indicate our 
specific response to his assertions through our adoption of the sam

e paragraph num
bering 

convention used by M
r. C

am
pbell.  Som

e assertions require no FA
A

 com
m

ent or notation of the 
com

m
enter’s opinion as they are restatem

ents of com
m

ents from
 C

am
pbell-H

ill’s previous 
subm

ittals to the FA
A

.  To the extent that other com
m

ents contained in this docum
ent are m

ore 
properly directed to that com

ponent of the FA
A

 w
hich is considering the application by the 

C
ity of C

hicago for a Letter of Intent and federal funding, the A
gency believes it w

ould be 
inappropriate to engage w

ith the com
m

enter on these issues in this docum
ent.  Instead, it has 

forw
arded to the appropriate FA

A
 office, a copy of this affidavit.  The review

 of the LO
I, 

including the Benefit C
ost A

nalysis (BC
A

), is a separate process from
 this N

EPA
 evaluation. 

The C
am

pbell affidavit deals prim
arily w

ith tw
o overarching issues that the FA

A
 feels 

com
pelled to answ

er in the follow
ing narrative fashion.  The C

am
pbell issues are as follow

s: 

•	 The overall costs of full build O
M

P are so great that the project w
ill never be 

com
pleted in its entirety and w

ill likely conclude w
ith Phase O

ne.  Therefore, the EIS 
m

isstates the environm
ental im

pacts and consequences of the actions; and 
•	 The initial $300 M

illion Letter of Intent (LO
I) request is critical to the successful 

funding of the project and yet the approval of the LO
I is uncertain.  Therefore, the 

FA
A

 needs to assure the financing up-front to prevent residential areas and 
cem

eteries from
 needlessly being destroyed. 

In response, the FA
A

 notes that the A
gency has conducted a review

 of the C
ity’s financing plan 

for the O
M

P and has sum
m

arized the findings of that review
 in Section 1.7 of the Final EIS. 

Section 1.7 stated,  

O
n the basis of the inform

ation presented herein, the review
 of the C

ity’s financial plan, 
and an understanding of airport financing in general, FA

A
 has no reason to believe that 

the C
ity’s financial plan cannot be im

plem
ented as generally presented in the O

RD
 

M
aster Plan. Further, FA

A
 has no reason to believe that the resulting costs to airport 

users (m
ost significantly, m

ajor airlines serving O
’H

are) w
ill significantly adversely 

affect the ability to finance the capital projects and realize the projected aviation dem
and, 

particularly in the context of future investm
ents that w

ill be required at other large hub 
airports in the U

nited States. A
ll projections and forecasts are subject to uncertainty, and 

future events m
ay result in changes or adjustm

ents to the FA
A

 conclusions. 
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For purposes of satisfying the FA
A

’s obligations under N
EPA

, FA
A

 has concluded that it 
is reasonable to assum

e that, based upon the im
pact O

’H
are has on the C

hicago region, as 
w

ell as the N
A

S, and the benefits to the regional econom
y, there w

ill be sufficient funds 
to com

plete the C
ity’s proposal, if approved. Further, in response to com

m
ents on the 

D
raft EIS, FA

A
 has review

ed additional cost-related inform
ation applicable to the 

project. For purposes of this review
 under N

EPA
, the FA

A
 has concluded that the 

estim
ated costs of the project are reasonable. In addition, FA

A
 believes that w

ith a 
project of this m

agnitude and im
portance, the availability of projected funding sources is 

sufficiently reasonable and capable of being obtained. A
ccordingly, the FA

A
 has decided 

it is both appropriate and necessary under N
EPA

 to subject the Sponsor’s full build 
proposal and alternatives thereto to this environm

ental analysis because the entirety of the 
proposed action is reasonably foreseeable. This determ

ination is m
ade w

ithout prejudice 
to evaluation of the C

ity’s pending Letter of Intent request, w
hich is a separate process 

from
 this environm

ental analysis. 

W
hile this text from

 the Final EIS indicates that the review
 of the financing plan w

as done from
 

the N
EPA

 perspective, the FA
A

 also notes that the review
 of the Letter of Intent request is 

currently underw
ay.  M

indful of this ongoing LO
I review

, the FA
A

 team
 responsible for the 

w
ork involved in the N

EPA
 review

 have coordinated w
ith the FA

A
 LO

I review
 team

 and are 
satisfied that the LO

I including a benefit-cost analysis reasonably reflect the determ
inations 

m
ade above regarding the financing plan for the O

M
P.  It is noted that C

am
pbell-H

ill has 
provided com

m
ents on the C

ity’s BC
A

 portion of their LO
I, w

hich w
ill be considered as part of 

the separate LO
I adm

inistrative process. 

W
ith regard to the need for the FA

A
 to m

ake all funding decisions sim
ultaneously w

ith the 
issuance of this RO

D
, the A

gency notes that this is im
practical and inconsistent w

ith typical 
practice.  To the extent that the com

m
enter is asserting that FA

A
 environm

ental approvals are 
inadequate unless and until the sponsor has arranged all funding w

ith exact certainty for the 
entire project, the FA

A
 w

ould point out again that this logic is at odds w
ith norm

al professional 
practice and regulation. The A

gency is not aw
are of any public im

provem
ent project of this size 

or scope w
here financing and funding have been locked in at this point for the entire project. 

W
ith any large, long-term

 capital program
, there is som

e uncertainty regarding the sources of 
funds that have been assum

ed to provide for full im
plem

entation.  Estim
ates and projections of 

funding sources are necessarily utilized in developing capital program
 financing plans, but 

actual developm
ents can differ from

 original assum
ptions, and these actual developm

ents can 
be both positive and negative w

ith regards to the availability of funds.  A
s a result, airport 

operators are routinely required to refine financing plans during the im
plem

entation of a capital 
program

, m
aking adjustm

ents to take into account actual developm
ents as they occur. 

In the case of the O
M

P, there have been questions raised regarding the potential availability of 
assum

ed federal grants and PFC
 funds, as w

ell as the sensitivity of the finance plan to external 
factors such as airline bankruptcy and/or reduced traffic levels.  FA

A
 has review

ed the C
ity’s 

overall finance plan for O
M

P for N
EPA

 purposes, and believes it is based on reasonable 
assum

ptions. H
ow

ever, in the event that som
e of the project funds are not available in the 
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am
ounts assum

ed or at the tim
es assum

ed, the C
ity w

ould need to m
ake adjustm

ents during 
im

plem
entation. 

Therefore, the FA
A

 conducted a sensitivity analysis of the O
M

P financing plan.  This sensitivity 
analysis exam

ined a num
ber of m

echanism
s the C

ity could em
ploy should part of the funding 

for the project not be im
plem

ented as planned. 
These m

echanism
s include deferral of 

im
provem

ents, use of contingency, increased debt issuance, and short-term
 borrow

ing.  The 
sensitivity analysis evaluated w

hat-if scenarios, such as the $300 m
illion LO

I being unavailable 
or disapproved, reduction in airline traffic w

ith the loss of a m
ajor carrier at O

’H
are, and the 

possibility that the authorized level of PFC
 collection is static.  The sensitivity analysis 

dem
onstrated that changes in cost per enplaned passenger resulting from

 the use of these 
m

echanism
s w

ould not be substantial and in som
e instances could be offset by cost benefits 

from
 the project’s im

plem
entation.     

The C
am

pbell-H
ill concept of funding of airport projects w

ould require that prior to N
EPA

 
approval all funding needed to com

plete the entire project w
ould have to be secured.  This 

concept w
ould necessitate the prior or concurrent issuance of all A

irport Im
provem

ent Program
 

(A
IP) G

rants, Passenger Facility C
harge (PFC

) im
pose and use application approvals, and sale 

of all necessary G
A

RBs w
ith the environm

ental approval that this RO
D

 provides.  The FA
A

 
does not agree w

ith this concept. 

The FA
A

 does agree that the project m
ust be evaluated from

 a financial feasibility standpoint 
and has conducted due diligence in this area w

ith regard to the O
M

P.  This evaluation of 
financial feasibility w

as conducted by the FA
A

 to ensure that the project w
as indeed feasible.  

The FA
A

 notes the follow
ing facts regarding capital developm

ent at airports: 

•	 Sponsors do not need FA
A

 funds to im
plem

ent a capital im
provem

ent for their 
airport.  Sponsors can fund a project w

ithout federal funding.  H
ow

ever, it is required 
that N

EPA
 approval to am

end their A
irport Layout Plan be obtained from

 FA
A

. 
•	 LO

Is, A
IP G

rants, and PFC
 (authorization to im

pose and use, or use), require N
EPA

 
approval prior to FA

A
 approval or authorization. 

•	 A
 sponsor is not required to obtain a LO

I approval prior to obtaining a grant.  In m
ost 

instances, sponsors do not.  In addition, LO
I approval is not a guarantee that federal 

funding w
ill occur.  The LO

I can be w
ithdraw

n, and there is no guarantee of a 
continued revenue stream

 of funding. 
•	 A

IP grants can only be issued for funds appropriated in the current fiscal year, and it 
neither reasonable, nor industry practice, that all grant funding for a m

ajor capital 
developm

ent project w
ould be secured w

ithin a fiscal year.  A
dditionally, an A

IP 
grant cannot be issued w

ithout environm
ental approval being issued. 

•	 It is im
practical and im

prudent for a sponsor to issues bonds for its entire m
ulti-year 

project at the outset of im
plem

entation, and therein require paying interest for 
funding, w

hich w
ould not yet be required. 
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9 – The FA
A

 notes D
r. C

am
pbell’s sum

m
ary of findings and conclusions.  FA

A
 has responded 

to the findings and conclusions w
here the basis for the findings and conclusions are m

ade 
throughout the C

am
pbell-H

ill subm
ittals and this affidavit. 

12/13 - The FA
A

 com
pletely disagrees w

ith this statem
ent.  A

s is often the custom
 in reports of 

this type, the D
epartm

ent of Transportation O
ffice of Inspector G

eneral (O
IG

) provided the 
FA

A
 w

ith a draft of its prelim
inary report, and invited the FA

A
 to respond to it.  The FA

A
 

responded to the D
raft O

IG
 report on M

ay 20, 2005 and June 15, 2005.  It is not uncom
m

on for 
these reports to be revised follow

ing receipt of com
m

ents as part of the internal interagency 
review

 process.  The Final O
IG

 report w
as dated July 21, 2005, and m

ade public at that tim
e.  

Since the Final EIS w
as in the process of being printed, the FA

A
 did not include it in the FEIS. 

The FEIS does not m
ake explicit reference to the report and the Inspector G

eneral expressly 
disclaim

ed any interest in this N
EPA

 process.  N
evertheless, the FA

A
 did address som

e of the 
O

IG
’s concerns w

ithin the FEIS, including Section 1.7 of the FEIS and supporting 
docum

entation.  A
gain, the FA

A
 directs the com

m
enter to Section 10 of this Record of D

ecision 
for the FA

A
’s discussion of the report.  In addition, the O

IG
 report contains FA

A
’s response 

dated M
ay 20, 2005 and June 15, 2005, and com

m
itm

ents.  The FA
A

 is in the process of 
preparing a form

al response to the IG
 report.  

15 – The FA
A

 addressed the issue of availability of A
IP funding in its response to the C

am
pbell-

H
ill letter dated A

pril 6, 2005, in the Final EIS, A
ppendix U

, page U
-566.  Specific com

m
ents 

related to the C
ity’s BC

A
 are not being addressed here.  The FA

A
 notes that C

am
pbell-H

ill and 
others have subm

itted extensive com
m

ents on the C
ity’s original BC

A
 dated February 2005.  

Since those BC
A

 com
m

ents w
ill be considered as part of the A

gency’s LO
I review

 process, 
w

hich is separate and apart from
 this EIS process, the FA

A
 considers specific BC

A
 com

m
ents 

(e.g. cost-benefit ratio, forecast, etc.) beyond the scope of this EIS.  H
ow

ever, general 
program

m
atic issues related to LO

I and PFC
 funding have been considered by the FA

A
 in the 

EIS and this RO
D

. 

16/17 – These com
m

ents have been forw
arded for consideration w

ithin the LO
I/BC

A
 review

 
process. 

18/19 - The FA
A

 created delay curves based on Phase I of the O
’H

are M
odernization Program

.  
The FA

A
 recognizes that there w

ould likely be  som
e increase in unim

peded travel tim
es during 

portions of Phase I of the project due to the interim
 runw

ay and taxiw
ay geom

etry.  Both delay 
and unim

peded travel tim
es w

ere included in the detailed TA
A

M
 analysis com

pleted as part of 
the Environm

ental Im
pact Statem

ent and used as the basis for the Benefit C
ost A

nalysis. 
 H

ow
ever, the increase in projected unim

peded travel tim
es is offset by a greater value in the 

average annual delay reductions.   

20 – The FA
A

 addressed a sim
ilar PFC

 com
m

ent in the FEIS in A
ppendix U

, page U
.4-568.   
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21 – FA
A

 cannot guarantee if or w
hen an increase in the authorized PFC

 level w
ill occur. 

H
ow

ever, C
ongress has authorized PFC

 increases in the past.  Thus, there is historical precedent 
for increasing the level of PFC

 funding per passenger.  This prior increase in the authorized PFC
 

level (from
 $3.00 to $4.50) w

as determ
ined appropriate due to (1) increased airport funding 

requirem
ents and (2) the recognition of inflationary increases in general prices (including prices 

of airport im
provem

ents) relative to the fixed absolute level of the PFC
.  FA

A
 believes that it is 

reasonable to assum
e that the authorized PFC

 level w
ill again be increased in the future, for 

these sam
e reasons, and that a future level of $6.00 (that is, the sam

e increm
ent of increase as the 

last approved increase) is reasonable to assum
e in an airport financing plan such as the 

financing plan for O
RD

. 

G
iven the benefits of the O

M
P, FA

A
 does not believe it is essential to know

 the exact point 
w

hen C
ongress m

ight approve an increase in PFC
 level.  The significant econom

ic benefits to 
airlines of m

odernizing O
RD

 (e.g., delay savings and revenue from
 increased traffic), com

bined 
w

ith the  support from
 key airlines for the O

M
P, indicate to FA

A
 that it is reasonable to assum

e 
that airlines w

ould be w
illing to proceed w

ith O
M

P even w
ith a delay in an authorized increase 

in the PFC
 funding level and a corresponding requirem

ent to adjust the financing plan. 

The FA
A

 has also considered the im
pact of no PFC

 increase and believes that the types of 
funding adjustm

ents that m
ight be required w

ould still result in an overall reasonable finance 
plan. 

22 - FA
A

 acknow
ledges that airlines serving O

RD
 have to-date only provided M

II approval for 
initial phases of O

M
P.  The O

M
P is to be financed in phases, and airline M

II approval w
ill 

correspondingly be requested in phases.  Just as it does not m
ake sense to issue debt at the 

outset for all phases of O
M

P (because this w
ould involve unnecessary interest expense for 

funds not currently required), it also does not m
ake sense to obtain airline M

II approval for all 
phases of O

M
P at the outset (because the financing plan conditions w

ill continue to be refined 
and the m

ix of airlines involved in m
aking the com

m
itm

ent w
ill change over tim

e).

 The FA
A

 believes it is reasonable to expect that the airlines serving O
RD

 w
ill approve future 

requests for increm
ental funding of O

M
P,  given the positive statem

ents m
ade by key airlines 

regarding the need for the full O
M

P (as acknow
ledged by the com

m
enter). as w

ell as the 
significant benefits that w

ill accrue to airlines serving O
RD

 and the com
m

ents provided on 
record in support of O

M
P.  A

lso, it is im
portant to note that the airlines at O

RD
 have approved 

Phase 1 projects (such as land acquisition) that w
ould only m

ake sense if the entire O
M

P w
ere 

to be com
pleted.  FA

A
 believes that airline support of such “full-build” elem

ents of Phase 1 
indicate an intent to proceed w

ith the com
plete O

M
P developm

ent. 

23-25 –FA
A

 understands that there is alw
ays som

e elem
ent of risk and concern associated w

ith 
special facility bonds and other form

s of third party financing, and has taken this into 
consideration in review

ing the financing plan for O
M

P.   
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FA
A

 has review
ed recent developm

ents associated w
ith special facilities bonds at U

.S. airports, 
including the exam

ple cited by the com
m

enter of U
nited’s special facilities bonds at O

RD
.  FA

A
 

has concluded that there are circum
stances in w

hich special facilities bonds can carry risk of 
default or non-paym

ent, but that this does not m
ean that this financing vehicle w

ill not be 
appropriate or available in the future.  A

s an exam
ple, a recent court decision to allow

 U
nited 

A
irlines to discontinue paym

ent on special facility bonds at N
ew

 York-JFK
 A

irport did not 
prevent a recent issuance of special facility bonds by A

m
erican A

irlines for term
inal facilities at 

that sam
e airport.  

FA
A

 believes that special facility bonds w
ill continue to be a valuable source of funding for 

airport im
provem

ents, if properly structured—
and further believes that this is borne out by the 

recent issuance of special facility bonds at N
ew

 York-JFK
 A

irport.  G
iven the airlines’ interest in 

im
plem

enting O
M

P, FA
A

 believes that it is reasonable to expect that airlines serving O
RD

 
w

ould be w
illing to execute appropriately-structured agreem

ents to use special facility bonds 
for facilities that are dedicated to their use and their benefit.   

26A
 – The FA

A
 established the A

irspace M
anagem

ent A
dvisory C

ouncil specifically to address 
intra-agency coordination efforts, particularly insofar as airspace is concerned.  The collective 
responsibility of the group, chaired by the D

irector of System
 O

perations, A
irspace and 

A
eronautical Inform

ation M
anagem

ent, is establishing cost and schedule controls, tim
ely 

coordination w
ith other FA

A
 service areas and program

s.  The initial task is review
ing all 

N
ational A

irspace Redesign (N
A

R) projects, including those outside of the C
hicago A

rea that 
support the O

M
P required airspace changes.  These airspace initiatives are prioritized and 

synchronized w
ith the C

hicago A
RTC

C
 airspace changes to ensure that the anticipated benefits 

of the O
M

P are realized. The costs associated w
ith these airspace changes have been identified, 

and the funding is being identified.  Som
e of these airspace changes are part of the larger N

A
R 

C
hicago A

irspace Project; the funding for these initiatives has been identified in the A
TO

 2006 
budget, and the w

ork program
m

ed in the A
TO

-W
 2006 w

orkplan. 

26B – The FA
A

 agrees that the cost estim
ates of the O

M
P did not explicitly include the cost of 

the surface transportation m
itigation, as it w

as not  established until the issuance of this Record 
of D

ecision.  H
ow

ever, the FA
A

 notes that the anticipated cost of this m
itigation is w

ell w
ithin 

the cost contingency that is included in the M
aster Plan cost estim

ate. 

26C
 – In response to the A

pril 6, 2005 C
am

pbell-H
ill subm

ittal, the FA
A

 noted the capitalized 
interest is not a capital cost.  This opinion has not changed and is consistent w

ith airport 
financing practice, see FA

A
’s response to C

am
pbell-H

ill com
m

ents 96 and 97 beginning on page 
U

.4-562 of A
ppendix U

 of the FEIS. 

26D
 – The FA

A
 has review

ed cost estim
ates provided by the C

ity of C
hicago and has found 

them
 to be reasonable.  Further discussion is provided in Section 1.7 of the Final EIS.  The FA

A
 

does not consider that a detailed line item
 and quantity and unit cost review

 is necessary, or 
required, for an EIS or to issue a RO

D
. 
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27 – The FA
A

 disagrees w
ith the com

m
enter's assertion that the Phase O

ne project is not 
financially feasible.  For purposes of its review

 under N
EPA

, the FA
A

 concluded that the 
estim

ated costs of the project are reasonable, it is reasonable to assum
e that there w

ill be 
sufficient funds to com

plete the proposal, and there is no reason to believe that the C
ity's 

financial plan cannot be im
plem

ented as generally presented in the M
aster Plan.  The FA

A
's 

decisions on A
IP and PFC

 funds  involve separate processes that are not only different from
 its 

environm
ental analysis, but also are norm

ally concluded only after the environm
ental issues are 

resolved and a RO
D

 on those m
atters is issued. 

28 - C
om

m
ent noted. 

30-36 – These com
m

ents have been forw
arded for consideration w

ithin the LO
I/BC

A
 review

 
process. 

37 - The FA
A

 addressed a sim
ilar PFC

 com
m

ent in the FEIS in A
ppendix U

, page U
.4-568.   

38 - The FA
A

 respectfully disagrees w
ith the com

m
entor’s assertion that C

hicago has rem
oved 

Taxiw
ay Lim

a Lim
a and its associated costs from

 the Phase I project.  Recent correspondence 
w

ith the C
ity of C

hicago has confirm
ed the C

ity’s intention to construct Taxiw
ay Lim

a Lim
a 

according to the proposed phasing plan utilized for the EIS. In addition, the C
ity of C

hicago’s 
A

irport Layout Plan subm
itted in Septem

ber 2005 for approval contains Taxiw
ay Lim

a Lim
a on 

the Phase I draw
ing and the future full-build draw

ing. 

39 – This com
m

ent has been forw
arded for consideration w

ithin the LO
I/BC

A
 review

 process. 

40 – C
om

m
ent noted. 

41 - FA
A

 respectfully disagrees w
ith the com

m
enter’s assertion that FA

A
 has relied on “bald 

unsupported assum
ptions” and reached “bare bones conclusions” in determ

ining that O
M

P is 
financially feasible.  FA

A
 has conducted a thorough review

 of the O
M

P financing plan.  The 
response to com

m
ents on the D

EIS and the additional inform
ation provided in the FEIS, and 

m
ade publicly available, including being posted on the FA

A
 w

ebsite,  indicate the thoroughness 
of FA

A
’s review

 of the O
M

P financing plan.  FA
A

 has thoroughly review
ed the O

M
P financing 

plan, provided  detailed and analytical responses to com
m

ents and questions, and is confident 
that the O

RD
 O

M
P can provide the benefits that have been estim

ated and is correspondingly 
financially feasible. 

42 - The com
m

enter has offered tw
o selected quotes from

 the FEIS as evidence that FA
A

 has not 
addressed concerns regarding the financial feasibility of O

M
P.  These tw

o quotes do not reflect 
the effort or level of analysis undertaken by FA

A
 to confirm

 the financial feasibility of O
M

P for 
purposes of this RO

D
.  The FEIS and the adm

inistrative record accurately docum
ent the 
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agency’s thorough consideration of this issue in the satisfaction of its environm
ental obligations.  

In addition to this RO
D

, FA
A

 has considered and responded to previous C
am

pbell-H
ill’s 

subm
issions in the FEIS. 

43 – The FA
A

 has review
ed recent bond issuances by the C

ity of C
hicago as part of its review

 of 
O

M
P financial feasibility, and has included the C

ity’s success on the bond m
arket as one factor 

in its overall analysis.   

44 – A
s stated earlier, the FA

A
 believes that O

M
P is financially feasible.  Section U

.4 of the FEIS, 
the responses to com

m
ents in A

ppendix U
 of the FEIS (including specific responses to 

C
am

pbell-H
ill), and the responses to com

m
ents in this docum

ent, provide further explanation 
of the basis for FA

A
’s conclusion. 

45 – A
s noted above, the FA

A
 does not believe that there are any outstanding issues or  

questions to w
hich it has  not been responded  regarding financial feasibility of O

M
P for 

purposes of this RO
D

.   

46 – FA
A

 has given detailed consideration to blended alternatives in the FEIS.  See, FEIS at 
C

hapter 3 for its analysis. 

47 - FA
A

 does not agree that blended alternatives can m
eet the forecast unconstrained dem

and 
at O

RD
, as docum

ented in the FEIS. 

48A
 - FA

A
 has docum

ented in the FEIS that O
M

P w
ill m

eet forecast dem
and at O

RD
.  FA

A
 has 

also docum
ented in the FEIS that O

M
P is the preferred alternative to m

eet forecast dem
and at 

O
RD

. 

48B - See response to com
m

ent 46 above. 

49 –FA
A

 has conducted a review
 of the financial plan for O

M
P.  Thus, FA

A
 does not agree that 

there is any reason to consider a different preferred alternative under the assum
ption that O

M
P 

is financially infeasible. 

50 – The FA
A

 believes that it is reasonable to expect that required funding w
ill be available for 

O
M

P. 

51 - The FEIS dem
onstrates that O

M
P Phase 1 (i.e. A

lternative B) does not m
eet the purpose and 

need. 

52-56 
The FA

A
 rejects the com

m
enter’s assertion that it cannot authorize this proposed action 

in the absence of a show
ing by the sponsor that the entirety of all funding for the com

plete 
O

M
P has been assured at this tim

e.  Such a suggestion is at odds w
ith established practices for 
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financing a project of this size and scope, is not required by FA
A

 regulations or guidance, and 
defies com

m
on sense. 

57 - FA
A

 acknow
ledges that these are key factors in the analyses conducted for the EIS. 

H
ow

ever, there are also m
any other variables and factors that w

ere considered and analyzed, as 
docum

ented in the FEIS. 

58 – FA
A

 addressed the use of the 2002 TA
F in both the m

ain body of the FEIS and in the 
response to com

m
ents contained in Section U

.4 of A
ppendix U

. 

59 – See response to com
m

ent 46. 

60 – 66 - FA
A

 addressed C
am

pbell’s discussion of “acceptable levels of delay” in both the m
ain 

body of the FEIS and in the response to com
m

ents contained in Section U
.4 of A

ppendix U
. 

67 - These exam
ples w

ere not used in connection w
ith the determ

ination to use 15 m
inutes 

delay as a threshold in developing the constrained forecast.  This is explained in both the FEIS 
and the response to com

m
ent in the FEIS. 

68/69 – FA
A

 disagrees w
ith the com

m
enter’s assertion that the tim

e period of analysis for the 
EIS should be based on financial analysis guidelines.  Please see response to K

araganis-C
ohn’s 

Septem
ber 6, 2005 com

m
ent regarding the sam

e on page A
.2-80 of this A

ppendix A
. 

70 - FA
A

 set forth a statem
ent of purpose and need, w

hich included m
eeting forecast 

unconstrained dem
and.  A

s docum
ented in the FEIS, FA

A
 considered various alternatives for 

m
eeting unconstrained dem

and, including blended alternatives.  C
ontrary to the com

m
enter’s 

assertions, FA
A

 did not “claim
 that it need not consider any blended alternatives”.  In fact, FA

A
 

carefully considered blended alternatives, as docum
ented in the FEIS. 

71 - FA
A

  rejects as totally unfounded the assertion that FA
A

 im
properly m

anipulated any of 
the analysis reported in the FEIS.  The FEIS contains a full disclosure of the analyses conducted 
in relation to consideration of alternatives.  O

ther than m
aking an assertion, the com

m
enter has 

not offered any specific evidence of the purported “m
anipulation”.  In 1984, opponents of 

O
’H

are im
provem

ents asserted that the FA
A

 kept “tw
o sets of books” on the C

ity’s proposal.  
This claim

 w
as rejected decisively by the courts.  Tw

o decades later, their claim
 of data 

m
anipulation is equally w

ithout foundation or m
erit. 

72 - FA
A

 acknow
ledges that blended alternatives should be considered.  A

s docum
ented in the 

FEIS, the FA
A

 carefully considered blended alternatives.  For the reasons docum
ented in the 

FEIS, a blended alternative w
as not selected as the preferred alternative. 

74 - FA
A

’s basis for using the 2002 TA
F, and the consideration of subsequent published TA

Fs 
(2003 TA

F and 2004 TA
F) is explained in the FEIS and response to com

m
ents in the FEIS. 
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75 – The 2004 TA
F w

as not m
anipulated dow

nw
ard.  The m

ethodology used to generate the 
passenger forecasts in the 2004 TA

F w
as the sam

e as has been used the TA
F’s since the events of 

Septem
ber 11, 2001.   

76 - FA
A

 does conduct a com
prehensive review

 of recent airline activity and the future outlook 
(including socio-econom

ic data) for each annual TA
F.  This process w

as done for the 2002 TA
F, 

the 2003 TA
F, and the 2004 TA

F’s for O
RD

.  The difference in the forecast passengers for O
RD

 
in 2020 betw

een the 2003 TA
F and 2004 TA

F is alm
ost entirely explained by differences in the 

forecast enplanem
ents for 2004 and 2005.  For the period 2006-20 the average annual grow

th 
rate in enplanem

ents is forecast to be roughly the sam
e, 2.6%

 in the 2004 TA
F and 2.7%

 in the 
2003 TA

F (see chart below
). 

O
R

D
 TAF Passenger Forecast C

om
parison 

30 35 40 45 50 55 60 

2000 
2002 

2004 
2006 

2008 
2010 

2012 
2014 

2016 
2018 

2020 

Enpl (M) 

2002 TA
F 

2003 TA
F 

2004 TA
F 

77 – The m
ethodology that the FA

A
 em

ployed to develop the passenger forecasts for the 2002 
TA

F, the 2003 TA
F, and the 2004 TA

F for O
RD

 w
as not exclusively based on “regression 

analysis of incom
e and other local socio-econom

ic variables”.  In fact there is a fundam
ental 

difference in the FA
A

’s forecast m
ethodology for developing near term

 (1 year out) passenger 
forecasts as opposed to longer-term

 (m
ore than 1 year out) passenger forecasts.  In general, the 

FA
A

 develops its near-term
 passenger forecasts using future schedules published by the 

airlines (up to 12 m
onths in the future) that are publicly available as a basis for activity 

(departures) and forecasted values of passengers per departure based on historic seasonal 
(m

onth to m
onth) patterns.  FA

A
 em

ploys inform
ation contained in the actual airline schedules 

in its near-term
 forecasts as opposed to a m

ethodology relying solely on m
odeling.  Longer-

term
 forecasts are generally based upon results of econom

etric m
odels (regression analysis) 

relating passenger dem
and to a series of local or national socio-econom

ic variables such as 
incom

e or price (yield). The m
ethodology described above w

as used to generate the passenger 
forecasts for O

RD
 contained in the 2002 TA

F, the 2003 TA
F, and the 2004 TA

F. 
The passenger forecast for 2005 contained in the 2003 TA

F w
as generated using a num

ber of 
econom

etric m
odels relating incom

e and yield to passengers.  This w
as done prim

arily because 
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there w
as no inform

ation (future schedules) available about the level of activity (departures) in 
2005 to incorporate into the generation of the 2005 passenger forecast at the tim

e the 2003 TA
F 

w
as done.  This process w

as clearly explained in the docum
ent “O

RD
 Forecast M

ethodology” 
contained in the 2003 TA

F docum
ents that w

ere subm
itted as part of the FO

IA
 request and w

as 
referenced by C

am
pbell-H

ill in exhibit F, Table F-1.   

The passenger forecast for 2005 contained in the 2004 TA
F w

as developed using future 
schedules as a basis for a level of activity (departures) and forecasted values of passengers per 
departure based on historic m

onth-to-m
onth patterns.  This is explained in the docum

ent 
“O

RD
 04 Forecast M

ethodology” that w
as provided by the FA

A
 on A

ugust 26, 2005 in response 
to the FO

IA
 request.  A

n exam
ination of the future schedules at the tim

e the 2004 TA
F (found in 

w
orksheet “D

om
estic O

A
G

” in the file O
RD

 04.xls that w
as also subm

itted in response to the 
FO

IA
 request) indicated that year over year grow

th in total com
m

ercial departures at O
RD

 w
as 

slow
ing dow

n significantly from
 the rates experienced in FY 2004 (+7.9%

), turning negative 
beginning in N

ov 2004 and rem
aining negative through June 2005 (the last m

onth future 
schedules w

ere available to FA
A

).  FA
A

 believes that the inform
ation about the reduced levels 

of activity (departures) that w
as available at the tim

e of the developm
ent of the forecast 

contained in the 2004 TA
F provided reasonable grounds for the reduction in the forecasted 

grow
th of passengers in 2005 relative to the forecast passenger grow

th rate for 2005 found in the 
2003 TA

F. 

78 – The docum
ents provided by FA

A
 on A

ugust 26, 2005 do provide supporting evidence and 
calculations for the 2004 TA

F passenger forecasts, as w
ell as the passenger forecasts contained 

in the 2002 and 2003 TA
F.  The detailed review

 that C
am

pbell-H
ill perform

ed (Exhibit F) only 
focused on the local socio-econom

ic factors as the basis for their conclusions.  The FA
A

 
em

ployed a m
ethodology that  included consideration of factors beyond  local socio-econom

ic 
variables (see response to point 77), and  thus w

as m
ore com

prehensive than the analysis by 
C

am
pbell-H

ill.  A
s a result, the com

m
enter’s conclusion that the 2004 TA

F should have been 
higher than the 2003 TA

F is incorrect.    

In addition, the passenger data that C
am

pbell-H
ill cited in Exhibit F supporting the claim

 that 
the 2003 TA

F passenger num
bers w

ere closer to actual passenger num
bers (C

hart 1 in Exhibit F) 
include non-revenue passengers that are not included in the TA

F passenger forecasts. 

79 – The docum
ents provided by FA

A
 on A

ugust 26, 2005 do provide supporting evidence and 
calculations for the 2004 TA

F passenger forecasts as w
ell as the passenger forecasts contained in 

the 2002 TA
F and 2003 TA

F.  Exam
ination of the docum

ents provided show
s that the sam

e 
m

ethodology w
as used to develop the passenger forecasts for the 2002 TA

F, 2003 TA
F, and 2004 

TA
F. This m

ethodology can be replicated or recreated by independent experts. 

80 – A
s described in the responses to points 77, 78, and 79 above, FA

A
 believes there is 

sufficient data and substantiation for the reduction in the enplanem
ents and operations 

forecasts from
 the 2003 TA

F  to the 2004 TA
F. 
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81 – FA
A

 believes that em
ploying the m

ethodology described in point 77 above w
ould lead one 

to conclude that a properly calculated 2004 TA
F w

ould result in low
er, not higher (as has been 

asserted by C
am

pbell in the affidavit), num
bers of enplanem

ents and operations in 
corresponding years than the 2003 TA

F.  A
dditionally, the m

ost recent data on passenger 
activity at O

RD
 (12 m

onths ended July 2005, as cited by C
am

pbell in Exhibit F, C
hart 1), indicate 

that the passenger forecast in the 2004 TA
F, not the 2003 TA

F, is closer to the actual passenger 
counts, providing further evidence that the reduction in passengers betw

een the 2003 TA
F and 

2004 TA
F w

as proper. 

82A
 –The FEIS has an explanation of the developm

ent of the constrained forecast.  FA
A

 does 
not believe it is reasonable to assum

e that the “stop gap” schedule order w
ould be or should be 

perm
anently in place at O

RD
.  A

rbitrarily assum
ing a low

er level of flight activity w
ould be a 

convenient w
ay to reduce projected delays, but w

ould not, in FA
A

’s view
, result in 

accom
m

odating forecast dem
and or m

eeting purpose and need. 

82B – FA
A

 has disclosed the delay savings in relation to the forecast adopted for the EIS, the 
2002 TA

F.  The use of the 2002 TA
F is fully explained in the FEIS. 

82C
 – The FA

A
 agrees that there w

ill be an increase in unim
peded travel tim

e as the proposed 
runw

ays are located further from
 the term

inal core area.  H
ow

ever, the FA
A

 respectfully 
disagrees w

ith the com
m

enter’s assertion that the full-build O
M

P-M
aster Plan w

ill have a taxi 
tim

e penalty of 6.5 m
inutes per operation.  Based on the TA

A
M

 m
odeling com

pleted by the 
FA

A
 as part of the EIS, average unim

peded ground travel tim
e increases by 4.2 m

inutes per 
operation.  This increase in travel tim

e occurs w
ith a subsequent reduction in delay of 11.4 

m
inutes per operation at the 2018 activity level for a net delay and travel tim

e reduction of 7.2 
m

inutes per operation.  In addition, at the 2018 activity level the airport is able to accom
m

odate 
220,000 additional operations and 10,799,000 additional total passengers. 

83/84 - FA
A

 addressed C
am

pbell’s discussion of “acceptable levels of delay” in both the m
ain 

body of the FEIS and in the response to com
m

ents contained in Section U
.4 of A

ppendix U
. 

85/86 - FA
A

 disagrees w
ith the com

m
enter’s assertion that the tim

e period of analysis for the 
EIS should be based on financial analysis guidelines.  Please see response to K

araganis-C
ohn’s 

Septem
ber 6, 2005 com

m
ent regarding the sam

e on page A
.2-80 of this RO

D
. 

87 - The FA
A

 does not agree w
ith the com

m
enter regarding the EIS alternatives analysis.  In 

addition, the item
s listed by the com

m
enter are not “assertions” m

ade by the FA
A

 but 
conclusions based on the analysis presented in the Final EIS. 

88 – 93 – The FA
A

 has addressed the com
m

enter’s concerns regarding the alternatives analysis 
in C

hapter 3, Section 3.6 of the FEIS and Section 11 of this RO
D

. 
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94 – C
om

m
ent noted. 

95 – The FEIS explains the analysis used to determ
ine A

lternative C
 m

eets purpose and need.  
FA

A
 rejects the notion that the analysis m

ust be conducted using an alternative forecast 
developed by the com

m
enter. 

96-98 – The FA
A

 addressed these com
m

ents in responding to previous com
m

ents subm
itted by 

C
am

pbell-H
ill on A

pril 6, 2005, w
hich can be found in Section U

.4 of A
ppendix U

 of the FEIS. 

99/100 - The review
 and analysis of derivative alternatives is docum

ented in the FEIS and in this  
A

ppendix A
 for this RO

D
 (see Flem

ing affidavit response). The com
m

enter has suggested that 
alternatives should be re-evaluated, using the com

m
enter’s preferred level of delay for 

A
lternative C

.  FA
A

 rejects the com
m

enter’s basis for assum
ing average delay of 21.5 m

inutes 
for A

lternative C
.  The average delay level for A

lternative C
 has been thoroughly m

odeled and 
docum

ented in the FEIS. 

101-108 – The FA
A

 has addressed the com
m

enter’s concerns regarding the alternatives analysis 
in C

hapter 3, Section 3.6 of the FEIS and Section 11 of this RO
D

. 

109-113 – The FA
A

 has addressed these issues in Section 11 of this RO
D

. 

115 - FA
A

 has considered the potential use of other hubs, in both the body of the FEIS and in 
several responses to com

m
ents in the FEIS.  FA

A
 has concluded that the availability of capacity 

at another airport is not sufficient basis to assum
e that the airlines using O

RD
 as a hub w

ould 
decide to m

ove or split their O
RD

 hub.  In fact, in the past several years airlines have exhibited 
a greater tendency to consolidate operations at their m

ain hubs, rather than spread connecting 
operations over m

ultiple new
 hubs.  

116/118 - The com
m

enter has referred to high yields for connecting passengers at other hubs.  
The com

m
enter has not offered com

parative data on yields.  The com
m

enter offers a list of 
airports that are asserted to be attractive as alternative hubs to O

RD
.  FA

A
 does not believe that 

the m
ain hubbing airlines at O

RD
 w

ould agree.  For exam
ple, A

m
erican reduced connecting 

activity at STL, w
hich is a location the com

m
enter offers as an attractive alternative. 

119 - The com
m

enter asserts that the geographic location of hubs is irrelevant to their suitability 
as an alternative for airlines hubbing at O

RD
.  FA

A
 disagrees w

ith this assertion.  In any event, 
the focus of FA

A
’s assessm

ent w
as other m

id-continent hubs. 

120 - The com
m

ent expressed here is, in the judgm
ent of the FA

A
, inconsistent w

ith the 
prevalent consensus w

ithin the aviation industry as to the econom
ic benefits of m

ajor airport 
im

provem
ent projects.  M

oreover, this com
m

ent is diam
etrically contradictory to the author’s 

2002 report “The N
ational Econom

ic Im
pact of C

ivil A
viation”.  There the report concluded, 
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“m
ore aggressive investm

ent in civil aviation infrastructure is not only justified by benefits/cost 
analysis – it is also essential to the w

ell being of the U
.S. econom

y and its citizens.”    

121/122 - The FA
A

 responded to C
am

pbell-H
ill’s detailed com

m
ents regarding the use of other 

m
id-continent hubs as an alternative in FEIS A

ppendix U
, beginning on page U

.4-586.  W
ith 

regard to the m
oving of inform

ation on m
id-continent hubs from

 EIS A
ppendix C

 to C
hapter 3, 

FA
A

 believes the com
m

enter has “over-interpreted” the refinem
ents to the organization of 

sections in the FEIS.  FA
A

 sim
ply decided that it m

ade the m
ost sense for clarity of presentation 

to m
ove the text regarding m

id-continent hubs from
 A

ppendix C
 to C

hapter 3. 

123/124 - FA
A

 previously responded to this com
m

ent in the FEIS, beginning on page U
.4-587. 

125-128 - The com
m

enter disagrees w
ith the FA

A
 opinion that significant connecting flow

 is a 
key to the success of the O

RD
 international gatew

ay.  The com
m

enter appears to dism
iss A

TL 
as a relevant com

parison, in term
s of local-connect ratio, for, am

ong other reasons, the 
follow

ing key reason: “because of geography and history it is D
elta’s largest system

 hub”.  This 
directly contradicts com

m
ents offered by the com

m
enter in this sam

e docum
ent: 

•	 C
om

m
ent 119—

this com
m

ent seem
s to indicate the com

m
enter’s opinion that 

geographic location is irrelevant to airline hubbing decisions.   
•	 C

om
m

ent 118—
this com

m
ent seem

s to indicate the com
m

enter’s opinion that 
“historical function as a connecting hub” is not a key factor. 

In sum
m

ary, the com
m

enter states in com
m

ent #127 that A
TL is not a valid com

parison due to 
“geography” and “historical function”.  H

ow
ever, in earlier com

m
ents, the com

m
enter has 

dism
issed each of these factors.  Thus, FA

A
 does not find the com

m
enter’s argum

ents 
com

pelling. 

The com
m

enter offers Toronto as a m
ore valid com

parison.  H
ow

ever, Toronto is not in the 
U

nited States, and subject to different bilateral trade agreem
ents and governm

ent regulations.  
FA

A
 does not believe that it is valid to use Toronto as a com

parable to O
RD

 for the purpose of 
evaluating international gatew

ay status.   

129 - FA
A

 has provided a sum
m

ary of the “LA
X exam

ple”, and reasons w
hy this is different 

from
 the O

RD
 situation in the FEIS beginning on page U

.4-595. 

130-131 -  The com
m

enter asserts that “the geographical spread of a population should not 
effect the FA

A
’s consideration of alternatives…

” FA
A

 does not agree w
ith this assertion.  Taken 

to its logical extrem
e, this assertion w

ould im
ply that airlines should be expected to use any 

available airport, regardless of the incidence of dem
and in the area around that airport.  This is 

sim
ply not consistent w

ith reasonable business practices.  Every regional situation is unique, 
and needs to be considered in determ

ining w
hat is reasonable to assum

e regarding airlines’ use 
of various airports.  In the FEIS, FA

A
 has presented data on various regions, and explained w

hy 
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FA
A

 has concluded that it is reasonable to assum
e that O

RD
 w

ill continue to be a m
ajor focus of 

airline activity in the C
hicago region.  C

om
pare, for exam

ple, the different population densities 
surrounding regional airports as show

n in Exhibits 3-3 and 3-4 of the FEIS.   

132 - The com
m

enter seem
s to assert that it is w

rong to recognize the differences betw
een 

airports.  FA
A

 believes that it is im
portant to consider the particular local and regional 

circum
stances associated w

ith any airport for w
hich im

provem
ents are proposed.  In fact, the 

com
m

enter’s argum
ents elsew

here in the com
m

ent docum
ent repeatedly refer to differences at 

individual airports (e.g., the particular situation at A
TL); this conflicts w

ith the apparent 
assertion in this com

m
ent that unique airport circum

stances should not be considered. 

133 - FA
A

 believes that the airlines are the ultim
ate judges of strategic viability.  The U

.S. 
aviation m

arket is deregulated, and airlines are free to serve the m
arkets of their choice.  The 

tw
o m

ain hubbing airlines at O
RD

—
U

nited and A
m

erican—
have indicated their support for 

O
M

P, as a m
eans of accom

m
odating future dem

and in both local and connecting passengers. 
W

hile C
am

pbell-H
ill m

ay have an opinion that increased capacity is not necessary to support 
the hubbing activities of these airlines, U

nited and A
m

erican are on record as stating that such 
increased capacity is necessary. 

The com
m

enter has stated that FA
A

 has not offered analysis to dem
onstrate that a reduction in 

connecting activity w
ould w

eaken the viability of the hub.  FA
A

 has in fact provided the 
follow

ing evidence and analysis: 

•	 the unconstrained dem
and forecast prepared by FA

A
, w

hich indicates the level of 
future activity expected by FA

A
 to be associated w

ith the continued developm
ent of 

the O
RD

 hub 
•	 statem

ents by U
nited and A

m
erican, indicating that increased capacity at O

RD
 is 

necessary to support the continued developm
ent of the hub—

not providing this 
capacity w

ould conversely result in a com
prom

ise of the airlines’ hub developm
ent 

plans 

In fact, the shortfall in analysis is from
 the com

m
enter—

the com
m

enter has not offered 
com

pelling evidence that airlines w
ould choose or otherw

ise prefer an alternative to the 
developm

ent of the O
RD

 hub.  For exam
ple, in the response to com

m
ents on the D

EIS, FA
A

 
provided the exam

ple of STL—
A

m
erican reduced its hub and focused activity on O

RD
.  The 

com
m

enter has not offered any evidence that A
m

erican w
ould reverse this decision and 

suddenly begin m
oving hub operations from

 O
RD

 to STL. 

134 - FA
A

 does not find the com
parison of O

RD
 to JFK

 com
pelling.  The m

arket conditions, 
airport locations, and population characteristics in the N

ew
 York region and the C

hicago region 
are substantially different. 
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135 – FA
A

 has adequately and responsibly evaluated alternatives and assessed financial 
feasibility and environm

ental im
pacts, contrary to the com

m
enter’s assertion.  The FA

A
 has 

addressed this com
m

ent in its thorough evaluation of reasonable alternatives in the FEIS. 

The com
m

enter asserts that “regional solutions” in Los A
ngeles and Boston should be used as a 

m
odel for C

hicago.  In the FEIS, FA
A

 provides the reasons w
hy the C

hicago region is different 
from

 the Los A
ngeles region, and therefore w

hy the regional airport solutions are necessarily 
different.  M

oreover, as noted earlier, the FA
A

 responds to the airport sponsor’s proposal for 
im

provem
ent.  Thus, the particular path selected by Los A

ngeles and Boston recently, and 
C

hicago in 1984, evidenced a respect for the lim
ited expectations of physical im

provem
ents.   

Such respect for the role of the sponsor is equally appropriate w
hen that sponsor, as is now

 true 
in C

hicago, has adopted a m
ore expansive and am

bitious approach to airport im
provem

ents. 

136/137-  The com
m

enter asserts that FA
A

 “has no basis” for conclusions regarding the use of 
m

ultiple airports in a region.  FA
A

 presented data in the FEIS on m
ulti-airport regions, and this 

is the basis for FA
A

 conclusions.  The com
m

enter has not provided com
pelling alternative 

evidence that w
ould produce reasonable alternative conclusions.  The com

m
enter’s opinion is 

supported instead by statem
ents such as “could sim

ply be”, w
hich does not, in FA

A
’s view

, 
represent com

pelling evidence.  A
nything “could sim

ply be”, but this does not m
ean there is a 

logical reason for it.   

The com
m

enter cites exam
ples of m

ulti-airport regions (Los A
ngeles, San Francisco, 

W
ashington/Baltim

ore, N
ew

 York, and C
hicago).  These w

ere all considered by FA
A

.  The 
com

m
enter does not offer any data or analysis related to these m

ulti-airport regions w
hich 

w
ould refute the conclusions reached by FA

A
. 

138/139 - The com
m

enter asserts that capitalized interest should be included as a capital cost.  
FA

A
 has responded to this com

m
ent in the FEIS.  To further clarify, FA

A
 understands that 

capitalized interest is a cost associated w
ith the im

plem
entation of O

M
P. This cost has been 

included as a financing cost in the financing plan for O
M

P.  To include capitalized interest as a 
capital cost w

ould be a “double-count” of this cost, as it has already been included as a 
financing cost.  This has been explained in the FEIS, beginning on page U

.4-562. 

140 - The com
m

enter has cited data from
 FA

SB.  This is interesting, but does not change the fact 
that capitalized interest has been accounted for in the O

M
P financing plan. 

141/142 - The FA
A

’s understanding of capitalized interest does not com
port w

ith that of the 
com

m
enter. 

143 – The FA
A

 does not agree w
ith C

am
pbell-H

ill’s analysis. 

144 - The com
m

enter asserts that FA
A

 has asserted that interest expense during construction 
should not be capitalized.  This assertion is sim

ply w
rong.  FA

A
 has stated that the O

M
P 
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financing plan includes interest capitalized during construction, and has reported the am
ount of 

this capitalized interest.  W
hat FA

A
 has stated is that it w

ould be incorrect to include such 
capitalized interest as both a capital cost and an interest cost.  See FEIS response to com

m
ents. 

145 - The com
m

enter asserts that the C
ity did not include the cost of interest during 

construction.  The FA
A

 addressed this com
m

ent in the FEIS response to com
m

ents. 

146/147 -  FA
A

 directs the com
m

enter to response to com
m

ent 20 of this docum
ent. 
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for the Federal Aviation Administration, NARI, Lockheed Martin Corporation, Boei111g 

Corporal ion, Harris Corporation, Honeywell Corporation, NASA Ames Research 

Center and NASA Langley Rescarx:h Center, as well as numerous other customers wiLh 

a requirement for economic or operations research-oriented analysis in aviation and 

airspace systems and facilities. 

8. At the present lime I lead a group of 15 research analysts and computer 

programmers at Embry-Riddlc wlto are ac1ively panicipatir.g in applied aviarion 

rcsc.arch n>rojects with Boeing, NASA, and the FAA. I have been the principal author o r 

co·autho_r of over 17 reports over the past six years that have dealt wi1h all aspects of 

aviation and airspace management. 

9. In addition to my academic qualifications and experience, I am u former 

United States Air Force pilot with over 3,000 hours in nine different aircraft, including 

bombers. transports, and single·sc-at fighters. 

10. I, along with my colleagues, Mr. Joseph Del Balzo (former Acting 

Administrato r of the FAA) and Mr. William Marx (a former senior FAA air traffic 

management expert), have been retained by the municipalities of the Village of 

Bensenville and Elk Grove Village to examine issues relating to Chicago's proposed 

"O'Hare Modernization Program·· (OMP). including proposed and alternative runway 

configurations, impacts on air traffic and airspace congestion, evaluation of alternatives 

to the OMP. and the FAA's Final Environmental Impact Statemem. 

II. The FAA's Final EJS states that the FAA is required, pursuant to i ts 

own Orders, 10 examine all .. feasible and prudent" nltern3tivcs. '"''hicb. according lO 

FAA requirements. "involves a study of those alternative tlu\t arc practical or feasible 

from the technical and economic standpoint and using common sense." Sec, FElS page 

ES-1 8 ("'[an alternativ.:] may not be pmdent, however, because of safety, policy, 

environmental, social. or economic consequences:"' FAA Order 5050.4A, paragraph 83b. 

12. In addition to the requirements of NEPA and FAA O rders, !he FAA has 

conceded !he applic~rion ofthc Religious Freedom Restoration Act to tlte OMP, concluded 

that approval oft he City of Chicago's Preferred Alternative will substanlially bu.rden the St. 

Johns United Church of Christ cemetery and acknowledged that RFRA requires !hat FAA 

must determine lhm the OMP is "the least reslrictive means" to further a compelling 

govcmnlental interest. 

13. In my cxperl opinion, the Preferred Alternative is the leasL prudent and 

feasible allcrnalive and, moreover. there are a raumber of viable, prudent and feasible 

alternatives that will accomplish the FAA ·s staled pulj)OSC and need beuer than the 

Preferred Alternative wi thoul the destruction or the cemeteries and the communities. 

14. In my analysis of tl1e OMP and alternatives. I have focused on the 

availability of a lternatives to tbe Preferred Alternative (Alternative C) including "blended 

alternatives." "Blended altemativesJ· arc alternatives which involve a combina1ion of 

actions including some level of nmwa.y and taxiway facilities at an airport such as 0' Hare in 

conjunction with the u.se of what FAA calls "congestion management" techniques to 

manage delays to acceptable levels ond combined with the use of other airports to carry 

the excess traffic that would otherwise usc the airport if there were no c.onstraints on 

capacity. 

I S. Blended alternatives are feasible for Chicago O'Hare, arc· currently in 

use at O'Hare, are in widespread usc by the FAA in several metropoliran areas of the 

United States including New York's LaGuardia Airport and Washin.g1on D.C.'s 

Reagan Washington Nat ional Airport. and have been recently approved by the FAA 

in the recent Record of Decisioo approving the Airport Layout Pfan for Los Angeles 
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International Airport (i.e., relying on Los Angeles International Airport in 

combination with o1hcr local Los Angeles airports). 

16. Alternatives H~L of the alternatives idcntiJied and described in the 

Apri l 6, 2005 and May 6, 2005 submissions to the FAA by the communities of 

Bcns:cnvi11e and Elk Grove arc all blended alternatives which would control delay to 

acceptable levels and also handle forecast growth and meet the FAA's stated purpose 

and need wi1hou1 the desrruclion of the cemeteries and the- communities. 

17. Based on the delay analysis set forth by the FAA in the FE IS and using 

more current 2003 or 2004 Terminal Area Forecasts (TAF), it is my expert opinion 

that (A) Phase One oflhe OMP will reach gridlock with delay at or exceeding historic 

high levels on opening day and (B) the full OMP will, using the 2003 TAF, reach 

gridlock with delay at or exceeding historic high levels within a year of opening day 

and. using the 2004 TAF, will reach grid lock within five years of opening day. As a 

result, both OMP Phase I and tltc full OMP will require some form of congestion 

management to reduce delays and congestion (as is being done today at O'Hare) and 

reliance on use of other airports to accommodate fuwre demand (i.e., a "blended 

alternative"). 

t 8. I have met with senior air traffic control reprcscnlatives of the O'Hare 

Air Traffic Control Tower and discussed various aspects o( the OMP proposal and 

alternatives to the OMP proposal. 

19. The air trafric controllers expressed to me and my colleagues serious 

reservations about the safety, efficiency and utility both of OM I' Phase I and the 

Preferred Alternative approved l>y lhe FAA. The Tran.sportat ion Code does not 

penn it approval of ALPs that would ··affect adversely the safety. utility or efficiency of 

the airport" (49 U.S.C. Section 47107(a)(16)). 

4 

20. The description of the controllers· expressed concerns were set forth in 

the April 6, 2005, May 6, 2005 and September 6, 2005 submissions to the FAA by the 

Communily and Religious Objectors and those are true and accurate descriptions of the 

O'Hare Tower c.ontrollers' communications to me. The controllers raised serious 

safety concerns about the elimination of.ahe two critical existing cross-wind runways 

which will create unsafe conditions during high wind/inclcmenl weather conditions 

which are prevalent in Chicago. particularly during the winter months. They also 

expressed concerns about the substantial increase in the number of active runway 

crossings which will ine\1Hably create the po-1en1ial for accidents due to runway 

incursions. 

21. Alternative L-J which was prescnled to FAA in the Communities' 

April 6, 2005 and May 6, 2005 submissions to the FAA, is a true and correct reflection 

of the allcrnaaive that lhe controllers developed and preferred over Phas-e One of the 

OMP and the OMP. 

22. I have reviewed the FAA's discussion of Alternatives to the Preferred 

Alternative nnd the FAA's rejection of every ahernative other than the Preferred 

Alternative and in my expert opinion the FAA's conclusions are without foundation and 

arc technically and factually incorrccL 

23. I have examined the FAA's statements and conclusions concerning 

Alternatives L·l and L· 2 in the Final EIS. The FAA agreed that both of these 

ahernatives are "potentially feasible.'' However, the fAA rejects these alternatives 

because, according to the FAA: 

•'they are most likely to yield less delay savings than Alternative B. 
Alter11a1ive B was found no1 to meet purpose and need. Therefore 
Commcnlers· Derivatives Ll and L2 would no1 meet purpose and 
need." 
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The FAA rejected any further consideration of L I or L2 because - like Alternative 

B-the fAA stated that it rejected any alternative that would not meet "unconstrained 

demand.'' Since. according to the FAA, only alternatives C, D 3nd G would meet 

"unconstrained demand" - every other allernative that would not meet "unconstrained 

demand" was rejected by FAA-

24. However, a crilical defect in the FAA ·s an.alysis is its arbilrary decision 

to limit Lis analysis of Alternatives C. D. and G to an unreasonably short time period of 

only five years after completion of the OMP. Had the FAA conducted analysis beyond 

five years. the FAA would have necessarily found tbat neither Alternative C 

(Chicago's propo~l ~nd the FAA' s preferred alternative) - nor Ahernatives D and G 

- would accommodate unconstrained demand at an acceptable level of delay. 

25. Tbe FAA would have also found that the FAA would be required to use 

a "blended ::~ lternative" as part of Alternative C - i.e., che use of demand management 

and the use of other airports to meet the Forecast Demand. T he FE IS stated no basis for 

using such a shon time period of analysis. With respect to A l P discrctionnry funding, 

which is an essenti3l clement of the OMP financing plan, the FAA requires a time 

period of analysis of20 years from project commencement (i.e .. 20 years from 2013). 

Further, the FAA specified the usc: of a t ime period of analysis through 2030 in its 2002 

master p lanning grant for the OMP. 

26. In the FE IS. the FAA asserts that the FAA docs not have the authority to 

implement a "blended allernativc:." for O'llare. i.e .. the use of O'Hare with various 

runway con figurations in conjun-ction with congestion management and the use of 

other aii'IJ'orts to handle excess tmmc demand. 

27. I strongly disagree with that assertion by the FAA. The FAA has the 

authorit)' to adopt a blended alternative and has done so on a number of occasions. lt is 

6 

curremly using blended alternatives in metropolitan areas lhroughout the country. 

further. as 1 noted above, both Phase One and ·tbe full OMP will experience historic 

levels of delays (using either the 2003 or 2004 Terminal Area Forecast) shortly after 

the projects are cornpleted, which will necessitate resumption of the existing 

congestion man3gcmcnl combined with the usc of other airports to handle excess 

demand (i.e .. a blended alternative). Thus, aner the communities and the cemeteries 

arc destroyed and billions arc spent reconfigur-ing the airport, the airport will be in 

worse condition 1han it is today with massive deln.ys 3nd congestion. 

28. Before J undertake a detailed analysis of the FAA comments on the 

various alternatives (H-M and lhe derivatives). I preface my observatio:ns by noting 

that the FAA has agreed that all of these alternat ives arc ''potentially feasible." There 

is no question that chesc alternatives arc technically feasible; i.e., they can be safely 

implemented and operated by the FAA. 

29. 1 have examined the FAA's criti cisms in the FEIS of alternatives that 

would involve shonening Runway I OC to avoid the destruction of the St. John's 

cemetery and it i~ my expert opinion. as discussed in detail below, that lhe FAA ·s 

conclusions arc faccual\y and technically wrong and its rejeclion of such 

non-destructive alternatives is unsupportable an<l without merit. 

30. In the following paragraphs. I identify the FAA 'scommenrs in the FEIS 

and provide a detailed response. 

31. FEJS discussion of Derivative Cl -Alternative C wilh No Runway tOC 

(Section 3.6.2.1, pg. J-74, par. 1,2,3,5,6). 

31.1 FAA Statement. "While Derivative Cl (five East/West parallels) has the 
capability to absorb some of the hourly flights lost in the VFR and IFR West 
primary operatil'lg configurations reprcsen1cd in the original altcmalive, not all of 
the op<:mlions can be accommodated without a higher level of delay:· 

O’Hare International Airport Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-154 September 2005 



  

   

Response. Tho FAA ·s conclusion is erroneous and misleading. The FAA fails t.o 

a.cknowledge th:u all aherna1ives- including Alternative C {preferred allcrnative), 

and Altcmatives D and 0 - will exhaust all delay savi ngs within a few short yeai!"S 

and will correspondingly run our of capacity. The difference between the 

a lternatives will be in the number of operations hondlcd ot a given level of delay 

(i.e., whatever level is dctcnnincd by the FAA as acceptable). 

31.2 FAA Statement. VFR and IFR East primary operating configurations do not have 
the ability to accommodate .a greater level of traffic. 

Response. The FAA is mistaken. This ahernarive configuralion would allow for 

triple approaches in both IFR and VFR conditions wbich will produce significant 

rcduclions in delay and incr-eases in capacity. 

31.3 FAA Statement All operating configurations under this scenario do not suppon 
rQur arrival runways in a balanced airfield operation. 

Response. Quadruple IFR arrivals arc not technically feasible today, and there is 

no limel·able when quadruple arrivals would be ICchnically feasible. Discussions 

with loc.al controllers at O'J-Iare indicate that triple arTivals and departures nrc aJI 

that is needed for a significant reduction in delay and increases in capacity. The 

FAA is not relying on quadruple approaches in its capacity/delay modeling. 

3 1.4 FAA Statomont. Tite former runway pair of Runways IOC and IOLarc no longer 
coupled operationally during IFR weather. During IFR weather, Runway I OC and 
1 OL must be operated in a :sense as one runway, while the pair Runway JOL and 
Runway I OR can be operated independently. 

Reoponsc. Since runways IOC and IOL arc only projected to be 1200 fl. apart in 

t.he preferred alrcmative, then they would have to have been operated in IFR 

c:onditions (by the ordin3ry rules of sep..'lrotion) as if they were one runway anyway. 

So from that point of view. the statement makes no sense. Operating IOL and lOR 

independently is exactly what alternative C-1 would allow, and therefore provides 

maximum air traffic flexibility between these Rumvays without destroying the 

cemeteries. 

31.5 FAA Statement "It appears that the absence of this 10,800 fgot runway WO\tld 
require an extension to proposed runway IORI28L of at least 1,000 feet to 

accommodate a majority of the forecast flecl mix. Because of existing Runway 
4R/22L, such an extension of Runway I OR/28L could only be accomplished on the 
wes1 side of the runway requiring additional land acquisition in the Bensenville. 
area." (pg. 3-75, par 1.2). 

Response. This is not correct. IORI28L would be used as primarily an arrival 

runway and not :ts a departure and arrivaJ runway. Many airpons have dedicalcd 

arrival and departure runways. and there is; no pnnicular reason that they be of equal 

length. As an arrival runway, the prindpal requirements would be the landing 

requircmems for the aircraft that would use the runway. Landing rcquircrncrus are 

considerably less restrictive than take off requirements. Using the table that was 

developed in the original OMP concept submitted to the FAA in February 2003 (pg. 

11-7. table 11-5). the only aircraft that would be precluded from landing on this 

ronway under I"C$trictive landing conditions (i.e., wet runway, maximum landing 

weight) would be the .6737-800. the 8747·400. and the A380 (proposed). 

Therefore, there is no need to extend runway IOR/28L to the west or acquire any 

new land. 

31.6 FAA StatcmetnL ··Because of the separation distances required for taxiway 
c:learances and other restrictions it is nol feasible to widen to 200 ft. any other 
propose ntnwoy that as long enough to handle NLA." 

Response. This is an absurdly incorrect statement. It is perfectly feasible to widen 

runways and move taxiways. It is also uuoe that tl1c requirements for the new large 

aircraft have not yet been dctem1ined so tha11his objection may not be valid at all. 

As in the above discussion, the savings from the non..constntctioll of the exira 

runway would clearly suffice to make this: alteration feasible. 

32. The FEIS discussion of Derh•ati'Ve C2-Aiternathre C '·''ilh Runway 

JOC Shortened to 7500' (3.6.2.2). 

32.1 FAA Statement. "Runway IOC/28C is envisioned as a primary (only one of two 
on the proposed airfield) runway for grou]> VI aircrali. Reducing the length to 7500 
ft. would eliminate this runw:ay from consideration for those aircrati. All group VI 
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aircraft would be restricted to tbe north side of the airport and utilize propos"d 
runway 9C/2 7C ... 

Response. This is fulse and rnisle.ading. Many airpons have dedicated arrival and 

departure runways. and th~re is no particular reason thai they need to be of equal 

length. JOC/28C would be an arrival runway only so !hal the principal requirements 

would be the landing requirements for 1hc aircraft that would use the runway. And, 

landing requirements arc considerably less restriclive than ta_ke off requirements. 

Using the table that was developed in !he original OMP concept submiilcd to the 

FAA in February 2003 (pg. 11-7, table 11-5), the only aircraft that would be 

precluded from landing on this runway under restrictive landjng conditions (i.e., 

wet nonway, maximum landing weight) would be the 8737-800, the 8747-400, 

and the A380 (proposed). Therefore, the problem of heavy jets landing on IOC 

would be eliminated by pr<>CCdure and they would naturally be replaced by lighter 

jets. 

The second part of n. statement is manifestly incorrect since both Group VI aircraft 

and new large a ircraft would be able to use I OL for depanure - and this is clearly on 

the south side of the airport. 

3 2.2 FAA Stotement. From a proposed runways usc perspoctive. FAA air traffic 
would operate this layoul i11 the same manner as AJtcmativc C. However, due to 
Lhe proposed shoncning of the runway and supportjng taxiway network. 
operational issues would be s igni ficant. 

Resp onse. TI1is is esSCI1tially a meaningless statement unless the supposed 

operational issues are detailed and made clear. It should be recalled that this 

configur.uion is essentially the same as that of the preferred altemative, so 

whatever "operational issues" are alleged to exis1 in this altemative, are also likely 

to be present in the preferred alternative. 

3 2.3 FAA Statement. ··Runway IOC/28C would be an arrival runway on any east flow 
operation. Movement ofai.-crafi west of the approach and of Runway IOC wouM 
be impossible while other a ircraft arriving Runway IOC. due to requirements to 
remain clear of protected surfaces." 

tO 

Response. This is exactly the same as the situation in the preferred alternative, so 

whatever concerns are applicable to tbis allcmative apply to the preferred 

alternative. 

32.4 FAA Statement. The addition ofPrecisi<>n Object Free Zone (POFZ) and Runway 
Protection Zone (RPZ) restrictions would require arrival aircraft from Runway I OR 
and Runway 1 OC to cross Runway IOL 31 taxiway ZT or further east. This is 
incompatible with the operation of the runways as conceived, ::tnd would provide a 
significant reduction in the number of departures on Ru.nway lOL with the 
introduction of' up to 60 arrivals crossing Runway IOL per hour in the last 1/3 of the 
runway. 

Resp onse. Rumway crossings present the same oper:nional problems in bol.h this 

and the preferred alternative. This is ex3ctly the same situation as the situation in 

the preferred al ternative since the projected operational configunnjon (ta_ke ofT and 

landing directions) is the same in both alt~matives. It dotj; not matter where the 

runway crossing takes place since the air traffic control situation is precisely l.hc 

same as far as take off aircraft is concerned. In other words, the take off a ircraft 

must be held im place until the n tnwny crossing has been accomplished. For that 

reason, runway crossings presem the same operational problems in both this and 

the preferred alternative. Therefore, the second pan of the statement is either 

meaningless or applies equally to the preferred altcmativc. 

32.5 FAA Statcmc11t. Wake turbulence also plays a role in this runway layout. Heavy 
jet and Boeing 757 aircraft departures on runway IOL at the full-length could 
become a wake turbulence factor for runway IOC arriv3IS. In addition. Heavy and 
Boeing 757 aircraft assigned to arrive -on Runway IOC would provide wake 
turbulence issues for Runway IOL departure.~. 

Response. Wake turbulence from aircraft that are taking off dissipates quickly and 

depends strongly on prevailing weather conditions and type of aircraft. For 

example. the FAA ·s own advisory circular on aircraft wake turbulence (see 

Advisory Circular, Aircraft Wake Turbulence. AC No.: 90-23E. Date: Feb. 20. 

2002, Initiated by AFS-430) has the following statement: ''Tests with large aircraft 

have shown that the von ices remain spaced a bit less thnn a wingspan apan. drifting 

with 1he wind at altitudes greater than a wingspan from the ground ..... fl ight tests 

have shown that the vortices from lnrger (transport ctuegory) aircraft sink at a rate 
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of several hundred feel per minulc, slowing !heir decent and diminishing in strength 

with lime and dislanee behind lhe gcneraling aircraft" (AC, pg.5). And funher: "A 

·wake encoun1cr is not necessarily hazardous. It can be one or more jolts wi th 

varying severily depending upon the direction of tbe encounter. weight of the 

senerating aircraft, size of 1he encountering aircraft. d istance from the generating 

aircraft, and poinl oflhc vonex encounler."" (AC. pg. 7) 

Wake mrbulencc is a concern when very large aircra ft (or Boeing 757s) precede 

lighter aircraft on lhe.mme n m watr. And! although the FAA considers runways that 

are less !han 2500 ft. apart as a single runway, il is clear !hal laleral (a11d horizonlal) 

separation can be expcclcd 10 reduce the effect ofw3ke turbulence. Moreover, wilh 

[Col~~~ IQ this *cmalivc the runways arc ofTse1 by 1200 ft. and landing aircraft 

would be touching down at least 1000 ft. down runway IOC for a mir\imu.m 

separation of over 4200 fl. (from the stan oflakc off roll on IOL) wilh 1he 1200 ft. 

offset As a practical opcr::Jtional matter these facts will cen.ainly contribute to the 

mitigation, if not elimination, oft he wake turbulence issue as a subsrantive problem. 

The conclusion is clear- wake turbulence is not a safety or efficiency problem with 

r.espcct to this alternative. 

Problems wilh aircraft of the same or .similar type do not cause as much difficulty 

as a heavy aircraft preceding a lighl aircraft and 1his is recognized by the reduced 

separarion requirements for like following like on lhe sarnc runway. Therefore, tile 

real ques1ion would be 1he mix of aircraft lhat could be cx~eted to use rhese 

runways. It is commonplace at airports throughout the nation that cenain typeS of 

aircroft may be required to ruse specific nmways. This is certainly the case at many 

existing airports and, as long as other aircr:1fl arc d istributed to the remaining 

nmways, the overall capaci 1y and delay situation will not be adversely affected. ·rn 

tJlis case, heavy jets rnay opt for, or be directed to .a different take off runway. 

Heavy a.ircrafi and Boeing 757s will generally nor opl to land on nmway IOC b'ut 

w1'U rather se1e<:t nmway9C which will give them approxim31cly the same taxi r)me. 

And, even if they do not. 1hc number of very large aircraft is considcrobly smaller 
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(as a perce-ntage:) than 1he smaller aircraft, so these circumstances will not arise tbat 

often in praclice: thai is. a heavy aircraft 1:aking off wilh a lighler air>eraft landing. 

Thus, 1hc shone ned runway is nol unsafe or ineffieienl 

Moreover, the same ki11d of ccnccms wc>uld apply wilh rcspccl to the preferred 

alternative in its final form. That is, IOC is a primary arrival runway and IOL is a 

primary departure Runway, so aircraft landing on IOC would be exposed lo the 

wake turbulence of aircraft taking off on l<lL. 

32.6 FAA Su1temen1. ''There would be no apparent method of routing Runway lOR 
departures lo 1ha1 runway. Runway lOR departures would need to cross mid-field 
with the Runway lOR and Runway l OC arrivals, significantly reducing the number 
of aircraft able 10 depan on Runway I OL. Under lhis scenario, ilmay nol be viable 
to gel to and from other runways other than to cross Runway 1 OL in the last 113 of 
the runway wi1h 1hc departures, and the lasl 1/4 wilh the arrivals." 

Response. Thiis is exactly the same si1ua1ion as 1he situation in the preferred 

altemalive sinec 1he projecled opcra1ional configuration (lake off and landing 

directions) is tile san1e in both alternatives. It docs not matter where the runway 

crossing lakes place since the air traffic conlrol situation is precisely 1he same as far 

as the rake off nircrafl is concerned. In other words. 1he 1ake off aircraft mus1 be 

held in place u11til the runway crossing has been accomplished. Fo.r that reason, 

runway crossings present the same operational problems in both this and the 

preferred altemative. Since they are similar in there operational consequenccst 

there is no:& priori reason that one of1hese situations would be worse Lhan the other. 

1-Jowe\•er, and t11is is the critical point, the shonened runway will ccnainly be less 

expensive and will prevent the destruction oft he cemeteries. 

33. 

(3.6.2.3). 

Dc.riva~ive CJ -Ailcrnalh•e C with Runway IOC S hortened to 6900' 

33.1 FAA Stalcment. 'T he Derivative C3 is nearly identical in operational aspects to 
Derivative C2 with two exceptions. Firsl. with respccl to group VI aircraft, 
Deriva1ivc (lolal lcnglh of 6900" ft.) is operationally more resrriclive !han 
Oerivadve (lolal lcnglh of7500'). Sttond. in a funher shortened Runway I OC/28C 
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u:ndcr Derivative CJ, wake turbulence issues could be greater than under 
Derivative C2." 

J~csponsc. This statement is wrong for the same reasons discussed above with 

respect to the FAA ·s erroneous assertion with respect to Derivative C2. 

The wake turbulence claim is wrong for the same reasons discussed above with 

respect 10 Alternative C3. Moreover, in the situatie>n described above. and as 

pointed out earlier, il is no1 even the same runway that is being considered: that is, 

the runways are offset by 1200 ft. and landing aircrafi wouJd be touch_ing dowo at 

least I 000 ft. down runway I OC for a minimum scpar:~tion of over 4800 ft. (from 

the s1ar1 of take off roll on I OL) with the 1200 ft. offset. As a practical operationa l 

maner !hese facts will ccr1ainly contribute to the mitigation, if not elimination, of 

the wake turbulence issue as a substantive problem. 

Moreover. the same kind of concerns would opply with respect to the preferred 

alternat ive in its final fonn. That is, IOC is a primary arrival runway and IOL is a 

primary departure runway, so aircraft landing on I OC would be exposed to the 

wake turbulence of aircraft wking off on IOL. 

H . Derivative C4-AIIer nalive C with Runway JOC Shifted 350' South & 

Shortened to No Less than 10,3011' (3.6.2.4). 

34. 1 FAA Statement. A preliminary Terminal Instrument Procedures (TERPs) 
analysis was completed as par1 of the early planning effor1. The results of this 
analysis indicated that there is a small land envelope on a line running east/west 
between proposed Runway IOCI28C and Runway IOR/28L. Shifting the proposed 
Runway IOC/28C south would likely force an overlap of the TERPs services for 
Category IIIII I approaches to Runway lOR and Runway IOL. This could cause 
h:igh n1inimums to be required on these runways impacting the operational 
efficiency of this runway during poor weather conditions. 

Response. llle FAA's reasons given for rejecting 1.his altema1ive are completely 

without merit from an opcrntions and efficiency stand1>oint. From any reasonable 

operational point of view. this is an entirely acceptable alternative thai prcvenl:s the 
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destruction of the cemeteries and provides equal if not better. operational 

capabilities than the preferred alternative. 

(II is assumed that what is meant in this statement is that the Category IUlll 

approaches mentioned are between runway IOC and runway lOR and not between 

runway I OR and I OL- otherwise, the statement makes no sense at all}. The TERPs 

issue mentioned in the statement above is aDso a non~ issue. Even if there were some 

slight overlap in the TERPs requirements. runway I OR is not envisioned as an 

arrival runway in IFR conditions. In fact, it is dcsign~ucd as a departure runway. 

Therefore, there is no need to be concerned about this problem. 

The rationale presented in chis paragraph for rcjccling this a lternative is a good 

example of the fact that the FAA has already reached its decision and is merely 

grasping for reasons to reject viable allernalives. 

34.2 PA.A Statemcnl. .. Initial rrnffic flow assumptions on the west configuration 
assume that departing aircraft on Runway 22L would not be airborne prior to 
crossing over the flight path of Runway 28C arrivals. In Alternative C, the original 
distance from the threshold of runway to be extended firull is 2,400 feet. The 
movement of runway to the south does not provide a linear addition of length for 
the dcpar1ure roll on runway 22L. The movement 350 feel south moves the 
intersection of the flight path about 450 feet southwest. The more the night path 
crosses to the southwest, the greater the possibility of wake turbulence issues." 

Response. From any reasonable operational point of view. this is an entirely 

acceptable ahemative that prevents the destntction of the cemeteries and provides 

equal if not better operational capabilities than the preferred alternative. 

The wake lllrbulcncc issue that is mentioned is particularly unfounded ~~ for a 

number of good reasons. First. according to OMP·sown figures (sec Runway 12/30 

"Proof -of·Conccpt' Evaluation, Table 111-12, Seplcmbcr I I, 2003, Ricondo & 

Assoc., Inc) VFR West flow occurs about 55% of the time. so the problem would 

not exist 45% of the time. Secondly. 1he FAA's own advisory c ircular on aircraft 

wake turbulence has I he following statcmcllt: "A wake encounter is not necessarily 

ha2Mlous. It can be one or more jolts with varying severity d~J>cnding upon the 
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d.irection of the encounter. weighl of the generating aircraft, s ize of the 

c.ncountering a ircraft, distance from the generaring aircraft. and point or vone.x 

encounter. The probability of induced roll increases when the encountering. aircraft 

heading is generally aligned or parallel with the Oi.ght path of the generating 

aircraft." (see Advisory Circular, Aircraft Wake Turbukncc, AC No.: 90-23E, Date: 

Feb. 20. 2002. Initiated by AFS-430). In this particular case, the runways do not 

intersect and, rather than a parallel night path, there is a full 50' of offset between 

the aircraft taking off and the landing aircraft. Third, not only arc the heavy aircraft 

a small percentage of the total number of aircraft to begin with, 22L is itself a 

relatively short runway, so heavy jel aircraft would not be inclined to select this 

runway for take off~ under e ither this alternative or lhe preferred a lternative. 

Therefore, the number or heavy aircraA that could be expected to use this runway 

for cake offs would be smaJI under any circumstnnces. 

Not only is possible wake turbulence between runways 22L and 28C not a 

s ignificant problem, it is also true that the proposed shin of the runway350 fl. south 

wiJl undoubtedly improve \'ilake turbulence issues between runway 28C and 28R. 

Unlike the offset that is present for runways 22L and 28C, these two runways (in 

the preferred alternative) are parallel and therefore subject to the greatest amount of 

wake turbulence. Although obviously not mentioned i"' the EIS, all of the proposed 

objections apply equally well to these runways in the preferred alternative -

including the f.1c t that the take off roll for heavy aircraf\ on runway 28R starts some 

distance back from the threshold of 28C. Therefore, any increase in the lateral 

distance between these runways will improve the wake turbulence situation. 

450 n. of runway would not m:tkc any significant difference in respect of wak-e 

turbulence impacts between 22L and 28C. Aircraft ea:n vary their position on the 

runway for take off nndtor use a rolling take off with gradually increasing power 

and this clearly affects the duration and intensity of any wake turbulence thai might 

be cxpedeneod in either this or the preferred ahcrnative. Therefore, the method of 

take off in the preferred alternative could produce a s imilar wake turbulence issue. 
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34.3 FAA Statement Moving proposed Runway IOC/28C would require modification 
to the proposedl south stonn water detention facility. 

Response. Modification of the water detention facility is a trivial issue when the 

size and expense of this project is considered. Even if Lhis alternative is selected, 

are we to assume that the destruction of an entire religious cemetery is preferred to 

a relatively small and inexpensive alleralion to an existing water detention basin? If 

so. 3 comparison of the costs of the two actions is clearly required (with special 

regard to the unique circumstances of 1hc cemeteries) and this has not been 

forthcoming. 

34.4 FAA Stat ement. The proposed south car go area would need to be modified and 
other areas or11 the Airport may have to be identified to make the facility 
requirement analysis. 

Response. Modi fieat ion oflbe south earg.o area is a trivial issue when the size and 

expense of this project is considered. Even i f this altemative is selected, are we to 

assume that the des1n1ct ion of an entire cemetery is preferred to a relatively small 

and inexpensive alteration 10 the cargo are-a? If so, a comparison oflhc costs oflhe 

two aclions is clearly required (with speci.al regard to the unique circumstances of 

the cemeteries) and this has not been forthcoming. 

34.5 FAA Statement. By moving proposed Runway IOCI28C further away from the 
central tcnninal area, all aircraft arriving or departing on Runway I OCI28C would 
experience an increase in the unimpeded taxi time. 

Response. Ta:xiing a mere 350 feel further is a monumentally t:rivi.al issue when 

the size and expense of this project is considered. Even if ibis alternative is selected, 

are we to assume that the relocation of an entire cemc1ery is preferred to th is tiny 

increase in taxi lime? If so. a comparison of the costs of the two act tons is clearly 

required (with special regard to the uniqllc circumsrances of the cemeteries) and 

this has not bee11 forthcoming. 

34.6 FAA Statement. "A modification to the airfield resulting in Runway IOCn sc 
shifting south of the proposed location in Alternative C could limit the ability of the 
airfield to support future quadruple approach procedures in IFR conditions. should 
quadruple IFR procedures be approved in the future by the FAA.~ 
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Response. Quadruple IFR approaches arc no1 a1 all likely any lime in lilc 

foreseeable fu1ure and, a1 such lime as they may be feasible. i1 is enlirely likely 1ha1 

the necessary 1cchnology would overcome the reduced separation distance. 

especially since 1he scparalion d istance has been reduced by only 350ft. 

3 5. Derh•:Uh'C CS·Ahernative C with Runway IOC Shifted 450' South & 

Shortened to No I.Ms than 10,300' (3.6.2.5) 

35.1 FAA Statcmenl. The commeniS on Derivalive C5 are nearly iden1ical 10 1hose 
previously mentioned conC'cming Derivative C4 with two exceptions. First, the 
movement 450 feet south (in Derivalivc CS) moves the intersection of the nigtn 
palhs aboul 550 fl. sou1hwes1. This is approximately I 00 ft. greater lhan in 
Deriva1ive C4. The more the fiighl pa1h crosses 10 1he sou1hwes1. lhe grea1er lhe 
possibili1y of wake lurbulcncc issues. Second, moving 1he runway 450 ft. south 
(compared 10 allemalive C<l al 350 ft.) would further increase lhe unimpeded lravd 
times. 

Response. The wake turbulence issue that is mentioned is panicularly unfounded 

for the reasons mentioned above. 

Nol only is possible wake lurbulenec between runways 22L and 28C nol a 

significanl problem, il is also 1rue thai d1e proposed shifl oflhe runway 450ft. south 

will undoubledly improve wake 1urbulence issues bel ween runway 28C and 28R. 

Unlike lhe offsc1 !hat is presenl for runways 22L and 28C. these 1wo runways (in 

the preferred allcntalive) a re parallel and lhcreforc subjec11o I he greatesl amounl of 

w<tke 1urbulcnce. Ahhough obviously nol mentioned in 1he EIS, all oflhe proposed 

objections apply equally well 10 lhese runways in lhe preferred allemalive -

including the facl 1h01 1he rake off roll for heavy aircraft on runway 28R statiS a 

couple oflhousand feel back from 1he 1hreshold of28C. Therefore, any increase in 

ttle lateral distance between these runways will improve the wake turbulence 

situation. 

550ft. of runway would not make any significant difference with respect to wake 

turbulence bel ween 22L and 28C. Aircraft can vary theirposilion on the runway for 

tn.ke off a.nd/or use a rolling take off with gradually increasing po\VCr and this 
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c learly affcciS 1hc dur:uion and imensily of any wake 1urbulence thai mighl be 

experienced in either this or the preferred alternative. Therefore. the method of take 

off in the preferred allernative could produce a similar wake turbulence issue. This 

kind of statement would have to be backed up (at a minimum) by extensive tests 

and assumptions about the wind direction and duration, and the type and number of 

aircraft 1ha1 could be cxpccled 10 use runw.ay 22L 1hroughou11he year. Needless 10 

say. none of these calculations were made 10 support the statements i_n the EIS. 

Indeed, wake 1urbulence (if any exiSied) could be reduced by this change because 

the two parallel runways in lhe preferred aJtemative are now funJter apan- in this 

case by 450 fl. 

36. Commentcrs' Derivative< I.--I on.d 1.--2. (3.6.1 .3, pg .. 3-65) . 

36.1 FAA Statement. ··Commenters' derivatives ~I and L-2 represent r·efinements to 
alternative B presented earlier in this chapter 3. CommenterS' derivatives L-1 is a 
refinement of Ailcmativc B. with the difference being rhe northernmost runway is 
moved to a southern position. Commentcrs• derivative L-2 is also a refinement of 
alternative 8 1 with the differences being the northernmost runway is moved to the 
south, and the n-ew runway IOC is moved lo the nonh. As Slated previously L-1 and 
J.-.2 rcpresem Limited Build derivalions of Allcmalive B." 

Response. Neither L-1 nor L·2 is a derivative of Alternative B. In our discussions 

with lhe acrivc local eomrollcrs from 0' .Hare, 1hey continually poinled ou1 1ha1 

Ailemalive B (or 1hc presenlly proposed Phase One of lhc OMP) contains a far 

north n10way ~tal will seriously affec11hc operation of runways 4L. 32L and 32R. 

The oon1rollers 1old us 1hc following concerns about Phase One (Ail B). 

The corurollers eharaclcrized Phase One oflhe OMP as consisling of adding a far 

north runway as well as a new parallel runway just south ofthe current runway 9R. 

Iff or any reason the OMP projecl were 10 cease 01 Phase One, 1he controllers stated 

1ha11here would be vin ually no additional capacity added 10 the existing operation 

for the following reasons: The for nonh nunway in 1he OMP is plonned for use as 

1he 1hird arrival runway in all wea1her condi1ions. If the far north runway was 

19 

O’Hare International Airport Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-160 September 2005 



  

   

opened and used as an arrival runway, the controllers stated that the arrival paths of 

aircraft landing on this run\\.>ay would block the departure paths of runways 4L, 32L 

and runway 32R. Tite result would be no departures off the airport while this 

nmwny was in usc. If departures were stopped. a gridlock condition would quickly 

occur on the taxiways. The only way to fix this problem would be to discontinue 

the usc of the north nmway for arrivals so thal aircraft could depart. Even when the 

new departure runway (the cast/west parallel south of the current 9R) became 

operational, there would not be enough departure capacity available to keep a 

balanced flow of arrivals and departures. For this reason. 1hc far north runway 

would not be used until later phases of expansion kicked in and addirional departure 

runways became available. 

The O'Hare controllers advised us that "L- I" and "L-2" are much better 

alternatives than Phase One of the OMP. As does Phase One. beth options add two 

new runways to the ex isring airfield. However, the phys-ical location of these two 

runways differ from Phase One, and their locaaion allows for both three arrival 

runways to be in usc as wcl1 as two to three departure runways in all weather 

conditions. 

In "L-I", the third arrival runway is located on the far south bcundary of the field. 

The location of tltis runway means that the departure paths for runways 32L, 32R 

and 4L arc unrestricted while the three cast-west parallels are available for arrivals. 

In addition, L-1 adds an a-dditional east-west parnllel, just south of the current 

runway 9R. This runway would also be used for departures, insuring an equal flow 

of arrivals and departures. An estimated 120 arrivals an hour and 120 departures a:n 

hour could be mninlaincd in all weather conditions. \Vcathcr delays present toda~y 

would be eliminated. 

"L-2" also provides for a better scenario than an OMP which stopped after Phase 

One. This plan also locates the third arrival on the south side of the field, providing 

three arriv.al runways in all weather condilions and leaving the north runways (32L, 
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32R and 4L} available for departures. Layout 2 also adds an additional departure 

runway. but on. the north side of the field, just north of the current 9L. While the 

location of this runway makes it available for departures. it also crosses departure 

nmways 32R and nmway 4L. 

This creates an intersecting runway operalion. A "gap shot .. would also exist with 

32L departures and 9L arrivals. Be<:ause of the interse<:ting runway operations by 

positioning this new runway on the north side, both arrival and depanures rates 

would be less than the L· l option. 

As the foregoing clearly shows. it is dising.cnuous to claim thnt alternatives L .. t and 

L-2 arc simply a variation of Allemativc B. Such a claim allows the unnamed 

authors or the Final EIS to compare the viable alternatives or L-i and L-i to on 

inefficient altemative (Alternative B) that was purposely selected to make the 

comparison as unfavorable as possible. 

36.2 FAA Statement. "As noted by the commentators. these derivatives could 
potentia.lly. eliminate the need to acquire properties in Elk Grove Vi.llagc, 
Bensenville, and the two cemeteries." (3.6.1.3, pg. 3·65). 

Response. h \Viii elim_inace this need to acquire properties in Elk Grove Village, 

Bensenville, and the two cemeteries. 

36.3 FAA Statement. "Western tern1inal development would not be precluded with 
these derivatives, but runway 14R/32L would remain and would create o natural 
barrier to temlinaJ dcveloprnent on the airfield.n 

Response. The first pan of this statement is an admission that the ah.cmatives that 

we have presented are perfectly compatib le with the development of a Western 

tem1inal. However. it is precisely the development of this tcnninal thai is being 

openly questioned in the media and by the airlines that arc supposed to fund its 

development. At this point, it is highly unlikely that the Western terminal will 

actually be cons tructed. Retaining Runway I4R/ 32L means that O'Hare would 

have a vi,able crosswind runway when wind and weather conditions would 
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othenvise dicaate a partial or complele closing of the airport. As it is now proposed, 

Lhc OMP would deprive the airpon of this crossv.~nd runway capability, which as 

(he pilots have con finned, >s essential to safe and efficient opcratioo\S at O'Hare -

particularly during adverse condilions such as bad wind and weather conditioas. 

Lo~ of the existing crosswind runway capability means the airport will be unable 

tQ accept traffic during high c rosswind conditions w:hen it safely operates today 

w ith more optimal runways, or the airport will have to ratchet down traffic flow 

during contaminated (e.g., wet or icy) runway conditions. The costs of such 

closures and/or delays can be extremely high and such closures are sure to happen 

given the prevailing weathe r cond ilions at Chicago. Therefore, it is our fim1 

contenaion thai the abilily to keep O ' Hare open unde r adverse wind and weather 

conditions is a compel! in£ argument in favor alternatives L-1 and L-2. 

36.4 FAA Statement. "Due to parallel runway spacing, during weather conditions 
below a 4500 fl. ceilin,g nnd seven s tatute miles visibili1y, the operating 
configurations rcsulcing from these derivaaives wound be limited to two arrival 
runways thus limiting the arrival capacity of the airfield to approximately 76to 80 
per hour wl1ich is equivalent to the IFR rate today" 

Response. This s tatement is wrong. Existing regulations allow triple instrument 

approaches if runway sep:rmtion is 5000 fl. (with no special equipment} and 4300 fl 

if: hA bigh- resolution color monitor with alen algorithms. such as the final monilor 

aid or that required in the precision runway monitor program shall be used to 

monitor approaches where: Trip le parallel runway centerlines a re at leas t4300 but 

Jess than 5000 ft. apart and Ute airpon [JcJd elevation is less than I 000 il. 

MSL."(ATC 71 10.65P. par. 5-9-7). 

I.n this case there is over 7700 fl. separation between the central and northern 

approach runways and 4300 ft. between the central and southern runway: therefore, 

triple imarumcnt approaches would be available for this alternative with the 

installation of the appropriate equipment The airtraff11c controlle~ at o·Hare have 

advised us that this panicular configuration would allow triple approaches in hFR 

conditions 3nd this would result in a capacity of approximately 120 per hour. 
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The controllers told me that in "L-1,'' the third arrival runway is located on the far 

south boundary of the field. They stated lltat the location of this runway means that 

the dcpnnure paths for runways 32L. 32R and 4L arc unrestricted while the three 

east~wcst parallels are availilblc for arrivals. In addition, L- 1 ndds an additional 

cast-west paraUel, just south ofthe current runway 9R. This runway would also be 

used for depanurcs, insuring an equal flow of arrivals and departures. The 

controllers stated that an estimated 120 arrivals an hour and 120 depal1ures an hour 

could be maintained in all weather conditions and weather d elays present today 

would be elimina1ed. 

36.5 FAA Statement, '"Reducing the length of runway JORI28L by approximately 
1500 feet and s.hifting it to rhe east would cause the Runway Protection Zone for 
runway I OR to infringe on areas easl ofthc Airport. AI only 6095 fl. in length, !hi~ 
runway would not be used by as many aircraft as the FAA has projected for the 
Preferred Alternative, thereby making this runway only marginally useful and 
shifting much of that runway's traffic to other runways." 

Response. This co11clu.sory s1a1emcnt simply assumes that any infringement on the 

west or east of rhe airport would be equal in temts of the costs involved. This is 

manifestly not true since it is on the west of the airport that the most serious 

infringements ·will take place. The RPZ on the easl would nol require the 

destruction of any homes or :my religious cemeteries and may be suilable for an 

··avigation easement'' such as are proposed west of York Road. 

The second p~r1 of the statement is wrong_ Runway lOR is proposed principally as 

an arrival runway and not as a departure and arrival runway. As such,. the principal 

requirements fe>r this runway would be landing requirements for aircraft and these 

are conside rably less restrictive than take off rcquircmcms. Using the table that was 

developed in the original OMP concept submiucd io the FAA in February 2003 (pg. 

11-7, table 11-5), the only aircraft that would be precluded from landing on this 

runway under I'Cstrictive landing conditions (i.e., wet runway, maxi mum landing 

weight) would be the 6737-800. Ute 0747-400. and the A380 (proposed). 
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Finally. the L-1 alternative discussed the option of extending the length of the 

nmway to the west (beyond the 6095 foot length) for 'longer length - without the 

need to destroy any homes or the religious cen>eterics. 

36.6 FAA Stat•nl<nt. "Both Altcmarive L-1 and L-2 retain the 'runway triangle' on the 
rnonh s ide of the airpon (current Runways 9U27R, 4U22R and 14R/32L) which 
would never allow the airpon to achieve the efficiencies of the proposed OMP. 
This is because all three of those runways arc 'dependent· upon each other. 
i~ntersecting in ways that li.mh operations. and increase controller workload. In 
essence, any such proposal <'<ln only fine-tune the efficiency oftoday's airfield." 

R esponse. The local O'H!are controllers do not agree with this statement at all, 

particularly with respect to alternative L-1. The controllers told me that in "L- 1," 

the third arrival runway is located on the far south boundary of the field. They 

stated that the location of this runway means that the departure paths for runways 

32L. 32R and 4L are unrestricted while the three east -west parallels are available 

for arrivals. In addition. L-1 adds an additional east-west parallel. just south of the 

current runway 9R. They :said this runway would also be used for depanure;s, 

insuring an equal flow of arrivals and departures. An estimated 120 arrivals an hour 

a nd 120 departures an hour could be maintained in all weather conditions. 

Moreover. retaining Runway 14R/32L means that O'Hare would have a viable 

c:rosswind runway when wind and weather conditions would otherwise dictate a 

panial or complete c losing of the airpon . As it is now proposed, the OMP would 

deprive the airpor1 of this crosswind runway capabilil)', wllich as the pilots hsve 

confirmed. is essential to s:afc and efficient operations at O'Hare ·· particularly 

during adverse conditions such as bad wind and weather conditions. Loss of the 

e.xisting crosswind runway capabilily means the airport will be unabJe to accept 

tr.affic during high crosswind conditions when it safel y operates today with n>ore 

optimal runways, or the a irport will have to ratchet down traffic flow during 

conraminalcd (e.g .. wet or icy) n.mway conditions. The costs of such closure-s 

and/or delays can be extremely high and such closures are sure 10 happen g:iven tlte 

prevailing wea1her conditions at Chicago. Tlllercfore, it is our finn contcnlion that, 
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in addition to the controller's argumcnt:s presented above. the ability to keep 

O'Hare open under adverse wind and weather conditions is also a compelling 

argun>cnt in favor alternatives L-1 and L-2. 

36.7 FAA Statement. "Due to the length of proposed runways and Lheir IO<'<ltion, 
in1crsection departures would not be viable nor could Land and Hold Shon 
Operations (LAHSO) be utilized. ll>creforc, every runway crossing would be 
across an active runway, thereby reducing efficiency.•· 

37.1 

Response. This statement is wrong. Under both proposals L·l and L·2 Runway 

9R/27L would be extended to 13,150 ll. Local O'Hare contrOlle rs confttm that the 

majority of Land and Hold Short Operations can be accomplished with 6000 ft. of 

runway. The extension of runway 9R/27L a llows for Land and Hold Short 

Operations in both directions on 9R/27L with 6235 ft. in the easterly direction and 

6915 fl. in the westerly direction prior to Lhc intersection of runway 14R/32L. Si.nce 

the first part of the statement is incorrect, the second part is wrong as well. 

37. Derivative L- 1 - East Flow (p g. J -68, par. I). 

FAA Statement. This configuration would be comparable To Plan X (use of the 
specific set of runways as described in ohc Draft EIS) that is used today. See 
Appendix 0 , Simulation Modeling, Section 0 .3. ll would provide marginal 
increases in the hourly operational throughpm over Plan X. However, this 
configuration would neither reduce existing delays nor accommodate anticipated 
growth in aviation activity althe airport at acceptable levels of the delay. 

Response. The plan is not directly comparable to plan X since there· are two extra 

easl-west runways and one of these can be used for continual departures, while the 

other one will provide rutothcrarrival runway for the majorilyof aircr.allthat would 

be using O'Hare. Moreover. the staternent that it would provide marginal increases 

in the hourly operational throughput over plan X is not supponed by any analytical 

model. simulation. or even hard numbers from cxpen opinion. It is: also directly 

contradicted by the FAA analysis that was produced for the year 2009. In that 

analysis. the FAA compared the no action aitcnuuive (lhar is, the field as it exisrs 

and is opemted today) with P~ase One of the projected OM P project. Phase One in 
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the FAA :malysis also consists of only four east9 west runways, bul in positions that 

are vastly inferior to L-1. The lower controllers statod that ""L-1'' and " L-2" arc 

much better alternatives than Phase One of the OMP _ As does Phase One, both 

options add two new runways to the existing airfield. However. the physical 

location of these two runways differ from Phase One, and their location allows for 

both three arrival runways to be in usc as well as two to three departure runways in 

all weather conditions. 

In its own Phase One analys~s, the FAA concluded that average delay at the Airpon 

would be reduced from 16.6 minules to 10.8 minutes:-- even with, as the abov-e 

quotation plainly demonstrates, the runways locatod in clearly inferior positions. 

Therefore, the ik'Senion that alternative L-1 would not reduce existing delays 

contradicts the FAA's own earlier analysis and the expert opinion of the local 

controllers. In fact, L-1 would reduce delay by a greater amount than the proposed 

Phase One. 

38. Derivative L-1 -West Flow (pg. 3-68, par.2) . 

38.1 F'AA Statement. 1l1is configuration would be comparable To Plan W (usc of a 
specific set of runways as described in the Ornfi EIS) tl1a1 is used today. See 
Appendix 0, Simulation Modeling, Section 0 .3. It would provide benefits in 
hourly operational throughputS over plan W. Ahhouglh this specific configuration 
would provide modest delay benefits, it would not accommodate anticipated 
growth in aviation activity at the airpon of acceptable levels of delay. 

Response. The plan is not directly comparable to pla11 W since there are two extra 

enst-wcst runways and one of these CJn be used for continual dcpan·ures, while tltc 

other one will provide another arrival runway for the m:ajority of aircraft that would 

be using O'Hare. Moreover,. tl1e statement that it would provide marginal increases 

in the hourly operational throughput over plan W is not supported by any analytical 

model, simulation, or even hard numbers from expert opinion. II is also directly 

contradicted by the FAA analysis that was producod for the year 2009. In that 

analysis. the fAA compared the no action al ternative (that is, the field as it e~ists 
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39.1 

and is operated today) with Phase One of the projected OMP project Phase One in 

the FAA analysis also consists of only four cast-west runways, but in positions that 

are vastly inferior to L-1 --as the following quote from active O'Hare controllers 

clearly shows: " ' L-1' and "L-2" are much better alternatives than Phase One of 

OM?. As does: Phase One, both options add two new runways to the existing 

airfield. However. the physical location of these two runways differ from phase one. 

and their location allows for both three arrl val runways to be in usc as well as two to 

three departure runways in all weather conditions.·• 

In its own Phase One analysis, the FAA c<>ncluded that average delay at the Airport 

would be reduced from 16.6 minutes to J0.8 minutes-- even with,. as the above 

quotation plainly demonstrates, the runways located in clearly inferior positions. 

1l1erefore, the assertion that allen~ative L-1 would not reduce existing delays 

contradicts the FAA's own earlier analysis and the expert opinion of the local 

controllers. In fact, L-1 would reduce delay by a greater amounttha11 the proposed 

Phase One. 

39. Derivative L-2 - East Flow (pg. 3-68, par.3). 

FAA Stateme111. "Titis configuration wo\lld be comparable To Plan X (use of the 
specific set of runways as described in the Draft EIS) that is used today. Sec 
Appendix 0 , Simulation Modeling, Section 0.3. However, due to the runway 
inte.rnclion between arrivals and departlll'es, this configuration would perfonn 
worse than the existing airfield and would not be us<:d. 

Response. To claim that this configuration would perform worse than the existing 

airfield, when there are tw·o extra runways, defies common sense and logic .. 

Moreover, the nmways would be in more suitable locations as the controllers stated 

to me in writtc.n comments on L-1 and L-2: .. ·L-1 ' and 'L-2' are much better 

alternatives than Phase One ofOMP. As does Phase One, both options add two new 

n.mways to 1he existing airfield . Howev-er. the physical location of these two 

runways differ from phase one, and their locarion alfow·s for both three arrival 
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40.1 

runways to be in use as w-ell as two to three de-paroure runways in all weather 

conditions ... 

There is no analytical model, simulation model, or evcm expert opinion to back this 

up. Moreover, in its own Phase One analysis, the FAA concluded ~>at average 

delay at the Airport would be reduced from 16.6 minutes to 10.8 minutes · · even 

\Vith. as the above quotation plainly demonstnues, the runways located in clear! y 

inferior positions. Therefore, the assertion that alternative lr2 would actually 

perform worse than the existing airfield contradicts the FAA's own enrlier nnalysis 

and the expert opinion of the local controllers. In fact, not only would L-2 perform 

t>cuer than the existing airfield, it would reduce delay by a greater amoum 1han lhe 

proposed Phase One. 

4{). Ouivative L-2- West Flow (pg. 3-68, par.4). 

F'AA Statement. "'This co11figuration would be comparable To Plan W (use ofth.e 
specific set of runways as described in the Draft EIS) thot is used today. SC'C 
Appendix 0 , Simulation Modeling, Section 0.3. However, due to the runway 
interaction between arrivals and depar1ures, this configuration would perform 
worse than the existing airfield and would not be used." 

Response. This is another incredible and unsupported erroneous stalement. To 

c~aim that this configuration would perfortn worse than the existing airfield, when 

1hcrc are two extra runw·ays. defies elementary logic. Moreover, the runways would 

be in more suitable locatioros. The local O'Hare cont rollers told me tl!al" "L-1" 

and "L-2" are much better alternatives than Phase Oneofthe OMP. As docs Phase 

One, both op1ions add two new runways to the exisling airfield. However, the 

physical location of these two runways differ from phase one, and their location 

allows for bolh three arrival runways to be in use as well as two to three depanure 

runways in nll weather eon<titions. 

There is no analytical model, simulation model, or even expert opinion to back up 

FAA ·s slatcmcnt. Moreover. in its own Phrtsc One analysis. the FAA as:sens that 
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average delay at the Airport would be reduced from 16.6 minutes to L0.8 minutes·· 

even with. as the above quor-ation plainly demonstrates, the two extra East· West 

runways located in clearly inferior positions. Therefore, the assertion that 

alternative L--2 would actually perfonn worse than the e.xisling airfield contradicts 

the FAA's own earlier analysis and the e><pert opinion of the local controllers. In 

fact, not only would L·2 perform beuer Lhan the exisling airfield. it would reduce 

delay by a greater amount than the proposed Phase One. 

41. A Potcr~Hal Derivative which Combines Commcnters' Derivatives L-J 

& L-2 (pg. 3-68, par.S). 

4.1.1 FAA Statement. "'A combined airfield configuration which might include some or 
all of the components of the l-1 and lr2 configurations presented by the 
Commenters' would yield many of the same problems listed above·. Further, the 
complexities brought about by all of the interdependencies, the inability to perfortn 
triple approaches in all weather conditioras, and potential performance issues join 
IFR conditions make further detailed analysis of such a combined derivative by 
FAA unnecessary." 

Response. The local O'Hare controllers disagree with this unsubstantiated and 

non-analytical statement. The local O'H.are controller's told me t.litat "L-1" and 

''L-2" are much better alternatives than Phase One of OMP. As does Phase One, 

both options add two new runways to the existing airfield. However, the physical 

location of these two runways differ from Phase One, and their location allows for 

both three arrival runways to be in use as well as two to three dcpart11re runways in 

all weather conditions. 

Moreover, both L-1 and L-2 propose that Runway 14R/32L be retained. This 

means that O"Hare would continue to have a vi:tblc crosswind runway when wind 

and weather conditions would otherwise dictate a panial or complct·c closi_ng of the 

airport. As it is .no1v proposed, the OMP would deprive the airport of this crosswind 

runway capability, which as the pilots have confimted, is essential to safe and 

efficient operations al O'Hare oo particularly during adverse coAditions such as bad 
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42.1 

wind and weather conditions. Loss of the existing crosswind runway capabiliuy 

means the airport will be unable to accept traffic durin.g high crosswind conditions 

when it safely operntes today with more optimal runways, or the airport 1vill have to 

ratchet down traffic flow du.ring contaminated (e.g., wet or icy) runway conditions. 

The costs of such closures a nd/or delays can be extremely high and such closures 

are sure to happen given the prevailing weat.ber conditions at Chicago. Therefore, it 

is our firm contention that~ in addition to che controller's arguments presented 

above, the ability to keep O"Hare open under adverse wind and weather conditions 

is also compelling argument in favor allcmatives L-1 and L-2. 

42. Conclusion on Commcnters' Oerivati>•es Ll and L2 (pg. 3·68, par.6). 

FAA Statement. " In panicular, the FAA finds that the Commentcrs Derivatives 
Ll und L2, which represent refinements to Alternative B presented in detail earlier 
i~ this chapter 3, are most likely to yield less delay sa'•ings than Alternative B." 

Response. Neither L~ 1 nor L-2 is a derivative of Alternative B. In our discussions 

with the active local controllers from O'Hare, they continually pointed out that 

Alternative B (or the presently proposed Phase One of the OMP) contains a far 

nonh runway that will seriously affect the operation of runways 4L, 32L and 32R. 

The controllers told me that "lr I" and "L-2" are much better alternatives than 

Phase One ofOMP. As does Phase One, both options .add two new runways to the 

existing airfield. However, the physical location of these two runways d.iffer from 

Phase Olle, and their location allows for both three arrival runways to be in use as 

well as two to three departure runways in all weather conditions. 

Tlte controllers told me that in .. L·l ,u the third arrival nmway is located on the far 

south boundary of the field. The location of this runway means that the departure 

Jl'llhs for runways 32L, 32R and 4L arc unrestricted while the three east-west 

Jl'lrallels are available for arrivals. In addition. L-1 a.dds an additional east-west 

parallel, just south of the current runway 9R. This runway would also be used for 

departures , insuring an equa1 flO\\~ of arrivals and departures. An estimated 120 
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arrivals an hour and 120 departures an hour could be maintained in all weather 

conditions. Weather delays present today would be eliminated. 

The controllers also told me that "Lr2" also provides for a better scenario than an 

OMP which stopped after Phase One. This plan also locates the third arrival on the 

south side of the field, providing three arrival runways in all weather c:onditions and 

leaving the north runways (32L, 32R and 4L) available for departures. Layout 2 

also adds an additional departure runway, but on the north side of the field, just 

north of the current 9L. While the location of this runway makes it available for 

departures, il also crosses departure runways 32R and 4L. 

As these comments clearly show, it is disingenuous to claim that Alternatives L-1 

and L-2 arc simply a variation of Altemat ive B. Such a claim allows the unnamed 

authors of the Final EIS to compare the viable alternatives of L-1 and L-2 to an 

inefficient alternative (Alternative B) that was purposely selected to make the 

comparison as unfavorable as possible. For example. using the controller estimates 

for IFR and VFR throughput with the four runways in the Lrl location, the 

difference in average yearly delay between the preferred alternative and our 

suggested alternative (at 3500 operations per day) would be appro><imately 3.7 

minutes~ and this would constitute ·•significant delay reduction'' by anyone's 

standards nnd certainly much more than Alternative B. 

Moreover, both Lrl and L·2 propose th.at Runway 14R/32L be retained. This 

means that O'Hare would continue 10 have a viable crosswind runway when wind 

and weather conditions would otherwise dictate a partial or complete closing of the 

airpon . As it is now proposed, the OMP w<>uld deprive the airpon of this crosswind 

runway capabilily, which as the pilots ttavc confirmed, is essential to safe and 

efficient operarions at O"Hare •• panicularly during adverse conditio~s such as bad 

wind and weather conditions. Loss of the existing crosswind runway capability 

means the airport will be unable to accept traffic during high crosswind conditions 

when it sa(cly operates today with more optimal runways, or the airpon will have to 
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ratchet down traffic now during contaminated (e.g., wet or icy) nmway conditions. 

The costs of such closures and/or delays can be extremely high and such closures 

are sure to happen given the prevailing weather conditions at Chicago. Therefore, it 

is our finn contention that, in addition to the controller's arguments presemed 

above, the ability to keep O"Hare open u_nder adverse wind and weather conditions 

is also a compelling argument in favor alternatives L-l and L-2. 

4-3. Derivative M-No Action with a New South Runway Only (4300' South 

from E:cistlng Runway 9R/27L) (Section 3.6.1.4). 

43.1 FAA Statement. "The proposed runway layout of !!.his alternative provides the 
capability for quadruple approaches using tliftt jW81lel runways and a converging 
runway. Quadruple approaches can only be utilized a limited portion of the time , 
namely in good weather during East Flow operations. However, arrivals to runway 
9R would be limited to approximately I 0 per hour to maintain a balanced airfield. •· 

Rl'sponse. Discussions with local air traffic controllers at 0' Hare show 

conclusively that triple approaches arc all that is needed to handle the VFR capacity 

at O'Hare. While there wt>uld be a dependency between runway 10 and 4R, it 

would generally be supposed that runway 4R would be used as an overflow anival 

runway to assist in either anivals or departures during peak traffic periods. The 

controllers told me that in " L-I,"the third ani val runway is located on the far south 

boundary of the field. The location of this runway means that the departure patlas 

tor runways 32L, 32R and 4L arc unrestricted while the three east-west parallels are 

available for arrivals. 

Alternative M locates the new East-West runway 4300 ft. to the south just as is 

proposed in L-1, so this part of the controller statement would apply equally to both 

alternatives L-1 and M. The second half of the statement that arrivals to runway 9R 

would be limited ro approximately 10 per hour makes 110 sense whatsoever. There 

are still three departure runways availoble and runway 4R could be used as a 

departure runway if needed. Therefore, there would be no noed lo limillhe number 
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ofanivals to runway 9R. It seems as if this number bas been plucked from thin air 

to provide a rarConale for rejecting this alternative. 

43.2 FAA Statement. " Due to the converging approach in VFR East Flow, high 
weather minimums would apply. The VFR conditions are generally defined as 
1000 foot ceiling and a visibility of three nautical miles. For 1hjs •configuration 
(VFR East Flow), the weather minimums would require a ceiling of2500 ft. and a 
visibility of at least 7 nautical miles to protect for the missed appro.."tch and to 
provide separation from Runway lOR anivals and Runway 4R anivals.'" 

Response. Discussions \\.l'ith local air traffic controllerS at O'Hare show 

conclusively that triple approaches are all tllat is needed to handle the VFR capacity 

at O'Hare. In the controller's own words: .. ln 'L-1', the third arrival runway is 

located on the far sou~t boundary of the field. The location of this runway means 

that the departure paths for runways 32L, 32R and runway 4L arc unrestricted 

while the three east-west parallels are available for anivaJs:· 

Alternative M locates the new East-West runway 4300 ft. to the south j ust as is 

proposed in L-1 so this part of the controller statement would apply equally to both 

alternatives L-1 and M. Therefore, the founb approach to runway4R would not be 

needed to sustain capacity demands so ithat ordinary VFR weather minimums 

would apply. 

43.3 FAA Suuement. "Triple approaches for IFR East or IFR West Flow would not be 
allowed. FAA Order 7110.65 requires 5000 ft. between parollcl runways for 
simultaneous triple approaches. This limitation restricts the hourly anival 
throughput of this alternative to a level equivalent to the existing airfield."' 

Rtosponse. This statcmcnl is wrong. Exisling regulations allow triple instrument 

approaches if runway separation is 5000 fl. (with no special equipment) and 4300 ft. 

if: '"A high· resolution color mon.itor with alert algorithms, such as the final 

monitor aid or that required in the precision runway monitor program shall be used 

to monitor approaches where triple paralic! runway ceJHerlines are 31 least 4300 but 

less than 5000 ft. apart and the airport fteld elevation is less than I 000 ft. MSL." 

(ATC 7!10.65?, par. 5·9·7). 

33 

O’Hare International Airport Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-167 September 2005 



  

   

On this case there is over 5000 ft. separation between the central and northern 

approach runways and 4300 ft. between the central and southern runway; therefore, 

triple instrument approacnes would be available for this alternative with the 

installation of the appropriate equipment. Tbe air tmfficcontrollers at O'Hare have 

advised us that this panicuJar configuration would allow triple approaches in IF R 

eonditions and this would result io a capacity of approximately 120 per hour. The 

following is a direct quotati:on from the controller's written comments provided 10 

me: .. In 'L-1,' the third arrival runway is located on tile far south boundary of the 

field. The location of this runway means that the depanurc paths for runways 32L, 

32R and runway 4L are unrestricted while the three east·wcst parallels arc available 

for arrivals. Therefore, throughput for this alternative would far exceed that of the 

existing airfield. 

43.4 F'AA Statement. No quadruple arrivals in either good weather or poor weather 
would be available under this alternative if the far soutll proposed runway is shifted 
c;xactly 5000 feet south of existing Runway 9R/27L. The Runway Safety Areas 
(RSA's) for Runway 28L and Runway 4R would overlap. In order for quadruple 
rivals to be available using. three parallel runways an.d a converging runway, tbe 
proposed south runway would have to be shifted funher west potentially requiring 
additional propeny acquisition in Bensenville. 

Response. This statement is incorrect. FirSt, the runway could be shortened by 

I 000 ft. in order to prevent the overlap problem. ln this case the runway would be 

primarily an arrival runway. and still would be able to accommodate the majority of 

a ircraft using O'Hare. Second. the runway could be shifted to the west with some 

acquisition of property. T11e FAA has a requirement to examine these impacts and 

compare them to the impacts of the full OMP before summarily rejecting this 

alternative. 

43.5 FAA Statement. Land and Hold Shon Operations (LAHSO) would be required 
with the Rejected Landing :Procedure (RLP). Today, no LAHSO operations with 
an RLP have been approved nationwide. 

Response- It is difficult to make sense of the statement. In the first place, the 

statement is complclcly nonspecific as to which runway and where the procedure 
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would be required. In the second place, if it is meant to imply that the FAA will 

never approve such a procedure, then it is clearly up to the FAA to issue such a 

ruling. If not, then it is entirely possible U.at this procedure could be .approved. 

43.6 FAA Statement. This alternative would perfonn worse than alternatives B, C, D 
and G. 

Response. No quantitative analysis is offered to back up this statement. As shown 

in the affidavit of Brian Campbell, every allemative- including alternatives B, C, 

D and G- will face rising delays to unacceptable levels and will require demand 

management to control levels to whateve.- level of delay is deemed acceptable or 

desirnblc. 

Additionally, the. other 3ltemaaives all contain one or more extra runways and 

therefore, a proper analytical comparison would have to factor in tbe cost of the 

extra runways versus the gains in capacity and/or the decrease in delay. 

43.7 FAA Statement. Locating the proposed southern runway at 5000 ft. from the 
existing runway would require additional land acquisition to the soulh. 
Specific..Jiy, the following facilities would require relocation: 

o United Stales Post Offioee, 
o Detention basins located to the south of the Post Office, 
o Irving Park Road, 
o Railroad Yard. 

Response. There is no evidence presented that it would be necessary to move the 

rail yard. Preliminary GIS photo analysis indicates that the physical runway need 

not use the rail yard. As to the movement of the other facilities, the FAA proposes 

to move these facilities for the full build OMP-Master Plan. 

43.8 FAA Statement. In addition to the land in the southwest quadrant proposed to be 
acquired in the preferred alternative, prop(rty would have to be acqt~ired south of 
Green Street in Bensenville. 
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Response. No rationale or evidence is given as to why this land would be required 

in addition to the preferred alternative. If this allenlative were selected, then only 

the land associated with it would have to be acquired. The FAA has a requirement 

to examine the cost of these impacts and compare them to the impacts of the full 

OMP before offe.ring this as a reason to reject this alternative. The FAA has failed 

to do. 

36 

I declue under penalty ofpeJjury that the foregoing is tnJe and correct to the best of my 

icformation, knowledge and belief. 

~~ --
Keoneih "Fleming ~ 

SUBSC.RlllliD and SWORN TO before me 

thi~t::r~ 
Notary Publ;c. 
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A
s requested, w

e have studied the 37-page affidavit of K
enneth Flem

ing, dated Septem
ber 5, 

2005. This affidavit w
as part of a package of com

m
ents subm

itted to the FA
A

 in response to the 
agency’s invitation for public com

m
ents on portions of the Final Environm

ental Im
pact 

Statem
ent and the FA

A
’s proposed resolution of religious liberty issues.  For ease of reference, 

our analysis of his com
m

ents w
ill track his affidavit, and w

ill indicate our specific response to 
his assertions through our adoption of the sam

e paragraph num
bering convention used by M

r. 
Flem

ing.  Som
e assertions require no com

m
ent, and others that fall beyond the scope of our 

assignm
ent are answ

ered elsew
here in response to com

m
ents. 

¶ 1-9  M
r. Flem

ing has a Ph.D
 in Econom

ics, served as a Professor of Econom
ics at the A

ir 
Force A

cadem
y, is a form

er A
ir Force pilot, and presently is w

ith Em
bry-Riddle A

eronautical 
U

niversity.  W
e find no need to com

m
ent on these qualifications, other than to note that M

r. 
Flem

ing’s view
s of various O

’H
are runw

ay layout alternatives and derivatives suggest an 
approach to air traffic issues starkly different from

 those em
ployed by the FA

A
.  M

r. Flem
ing 

w
ould operate O

’H
are in w

ays that are contrary to existing FA
A

 air traffic procedures.  H
is 

approach presents  operational issues w
hich w

ould require the FA
A

 to im
pose severe 

reductions in operations in order to assure an adequate level of safety.  H
e also appears to have 

an incom
plete understanding of how

 the Selected A
lternative is designed to be im

plem
ented.  

Each of these criticism
s is identified in detail in our analysis of his com

m
ents below

. 

¶ 13 M
r. Flem

ing declares that A
lternative C

, the Selected A
lternative, is “the least prudent and 

feasible alternative” and that there are other “viable, prudent and feasible alternatives” that w
ill 

accom
plish the agency’s stated purpose and need better than A

lternative C
 and w

ithout the 
destruction of the cem

eteries.  W
e note that the FEIS, as a result of detailed and com

prehensive 
m

odeling, has dem
onstrated that the Selected A

lternative perform
s far better than any other 

alternative or derivative considered. 

¶ 14 
M

r. Flem
ing’s overall approach is to focus on the availability of “Blended A

lternatives” 
w

hich include a lim
ited num

ber of runw
ay and taxiw

ay facilities com
bined w

ith the use of 
congestion m

anagem
ent to im

pose capacity restrictions in order to m
aintain delays at 

acceptable levels.  The FEIS discussed use of such Blended A
lternatives, and contained the 

FA
A

’s conclusion that such an approach w
ould not m

eet the purpose and need of the proposed 
action. 

R
esponse to C

om
m

ents 
A

.2-170 
Septem

ber 2005 



 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

O
’H

are International A
irport 

R
ecord of D

ecision 

¶ 15 W
e do not dispute the fact that Blended A

lternatives are in use at som
e airports.  Recently, 

a Blended A
lternative including congestion m

anagem
ent w

as approved for Los A
ngeles 

because the airport sponsor w
as unw

illing to m
ake the kind of m

ajor im
provem

ents C
hicago 

w
ishes to do at O

’H
are.  C

ongestion m
anagem

ent is in use at LaG
uardia and W

ashington 
N

ational because the physical confines of those airports preclude m
ajor im

provem
ents as a 

m
atter of basic feasibility.   It has long been the FA

A
’s policy, as expressed in the interim

 
congestion m

anagem
ent order for O

’H
are and in other docum

ents that, given its statutory 
duties to prom

ote air com
m

erce, congestion m
anagem

ent is an appropriate device only w
here 

absolutely necessary and as an interim
 m

easure until long-term
 delay solutions can be 

im
plem

ented. 

¶ 17 M
r. Flem

ing uses the 2003 and 2004 Term
inal A

rea Forecast and contends that Phase O
ne 

of the Selected A
lternative w

ill reach gridlock on opening day, and that the full build-out of the 
Selected A

lternative w
ill produce sim

ilar results w
ithin a year of its com

pletion.  The FA
A

 has 
responded to this assertion in its FEIS response to com

m
ents, see A

ppendix U
, at U

.4-534. 

M
r. Flem

ing has provided no new
 inform

ation to cause the FA
A

 to reassess its response to this 
assertion. 

¶¶ 18-20  M
r. Flem

ing asserts that he has m
et w

ith several air traffic controllers w
ho  have 

expressed serious concerns about the safety, efficiency, and utility of the Selected A
lternative. 

W
e are aw

are that several individuals w
ho are or w

ere controllers have expressed their ow
n 

personal view
s about this project.  A

lthough individuals are entitled to their ow
n personal 

opinions, w
e do not believe such expressions of concern are entitled to any w

eight, since M
r. 

Flem
ing has left these controllers unnam

ed and has not provided their A
ir Traffic operational 

background.   

Throughout the Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent (EIS) process, the FA

A
 had a team

 of A
ir 

Traffic C
ontrollers (know

n as the A
ir Traffic W

orking G
roup) assigned to the evaluation of the 

alternatives evaluated.  Representatives from
 both M

anagem
ent and the N

ational A
ir Traffic 

C
ontrollers A

ssociation (N
A

TC
A

) from
 the O

’H
are A

ir Traffic C
ontrol Tow

er, C
hicago 

Term
inal Radar A

pproach C
ontrol (TRA

C
O

N
) facility and the C

hicago C
enter participated on 

this team
.  They invested over 1,400 hours review

ing assum
ptions, iterative m

odel runs, and 
results of the detailed com

puter sim
ulation m

odeling conducted for A
lternatives C

, D
, G

 and 
the N

o A
ction alternative. U

pon conclusion of this process, the FA
A

 A
ir Traffic W

orking G
roup 

determ
ined that the m

odeling represented, “a reasonable representation of how
 the proposed 

design year airport layouts w
ould be operated, if im

plem
ented at O

’H
are International 

A
irport.”  See, A

ttachm
ent D

-3 FA
A

 A
ir Traffic M

em
o in the FEIS for a sum

m
ary of the A

ir 
Traffic A

ssessm
ent of the m

odeled alternatives.  In addition, the alternatives subm
itted during 

the EIS process, as w
ell as derivatives of A

lternative C
, w

ere thoroughly evaluated by a 
subgroup of the FA

A
’s A

ir Traffic W
ork G

roup. 

¶ 23 C
ontrary to M

r. Flem
ing’s assertion that D

erivatives L-1 and L-2 w
ere given cursory 

treatm
ent because neither satisfied purpose and need, the FA

A
 identified a num

ber of flaw
s in 

each of those options.  It is also true that a num
ber of alternatives and derivatives that could not 

provide m
eaningful delay reduction for unconstrained dem

and w
ere rejected.  The FA

A
 has 
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applied consistent criteria in its consideration of alternatives and derivatives for both 
environm

ental review
 and for purposes of satisfying its obligations under the Religious 

Freedom
 Restoration A

ct. 

¶ 24 M
r. Flem

ing criticizes the FA
A

’s decision to conduct its environm
ental analysis w

ith a 
planning horizon of build-out plus five years.  This is a standard planning horizon for the 
purpose of evaluating environm

ental im
pacts under the N

ational Environm
ental Policy A

ct, 
and m

eets w
ith the approval of the Environm

ental Protection A
gency w

hich is charged by law
 

w
ith grading each EIS. 

¶ 25 A
t som

e point follow
ing the full build out and im

plem
entation of the Selected A

lternative, 
it is likely that additional steps w

ill be necessary to deal w
ith issues of delay that w

ill appear.  
The developm

ent of new
 technology that m

ight address these issues that far in the future is 
very difficult to predict.  W

e do not know
 at this point how

 the FA
A

 w
ill respond to that 

challenge if and w
hen it appears.  Looking backw

ard to 25 or 30 years ago, the technology that 
w

as in use then seem
s prim

itive com
pared to that in use today.  But, betw

een now
 and som

e 
point in the future w

hen O
’H

are delay w
ill again require a response, the Selected A

lternative 
w

ill enable an increase in operations to 1,194,000 annually w
ith an average annual delay of 5.8 

m
inutes per operation.  That delay level is approxim

ately one-third of the delays experienced 
today. This reduction in delay is also accom

panied by a concurrent increase in approxim
ately 

220,000 additional annual operations and nearly 11 m
illion annual total passengers.  In 

addition, the FA
A

 believes that w
hen approxim

ately 1.4 m
illion operations occur, the A

irport 
w

ould have betw
een 13 and 16 m

inutes of average annual delay w
hich is sim

ilar to the delays 
experienced today.  O

f course, the A
irport w

ould be handling nearly 40%
 m

ore operations than 
today. It has never been the policy of the FA

A
 to forego such benefits of airport im

provem
ent 

over the reasonably foreseeable future because at som
e point in the m

ore distant future other 
solutions m

ay be required for the challenges of tom
orrow

. 

¶ 31 H
ere w

e respond to M
r. Flem

ing’s criticism
 of the FA

A
’s analysis concerning D

erivative 
C

-1, the Selected A
lternative w

ithout Runw
ay 10C

/28C
 w

hich is planned to be placed directly 
over the present site of St. Johannes C

em
etery. 

M
ost im

portantly, M
r. Flem

ing seem
s to have difficulty w

ith the concept that an airport 
operating w

ith four arrival stream
s w

ill have few
er delays than an airport handling the sam

e 
am

ount of traffic w
ith only three arrival stream

s.  By elim
inating Runw

ay 10C
/28C

 w
hich is 

intended to be used as an arrival runw
ay in all w

eather conditions and in both east and w
est 

flow
, there w

ould be a greater degree of delay in operating the airport.  N
otably, good w

eather 
conditions allow

ing quadruple approaches exist m
ore than 50 percent of the tim

e at O
’H

are.  
This is a very significant benefit, as the m

odeling for A
lternative C

 dem
onstrated. 

It is correct that the FA
A

 does not have procedures developed, as of yet, for quadruple IFR 
approaches at O

’H
are.  H

ow
ever, quadruple V

FR approaches have been developed and 
im

plem
ented by the FA

A
 for use at other airports.  These sam

e procedures are proposed by the 
A

ir Traffic W
orkgroup for A

lternative C
.  W

hen technology and procedures are developed at 
som

e point in the future, A
lternative C

 could provide the capability for IFR quadruple 
approaches. 
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M
r. Flem

ing does not appear to take issue w
ith the FA

A
 statem

ent that C
-1, w

hen operated in 
east flow

, allow
s only tw

o departure stream
s, and that IFR w

eather reduces the airport’s 
departure capacity from

 120 per hour to only 90 per hour, a significant reduction from
 that 

available w
ith A

lternative C
. 

To operate D
erivative C

-1 m
ost efficiently in the absence of Runw

ay 10C
/28C

, w
hich as noted 

earlier w
as intended as an arrival runw

ay in all conditions, Runw
ay 10L/28R m

ust be converted 
from

 a departure to an arrival runw
ay in w

est flow
 conditions.  This is because the intersecting 

paths of Runw
ay 22L departures and arrivals on Runw

ay 28L w
ould require such large 

distances in separation betw
een aircraft as to produce severe delays in both departures and 

arrivals on the south side of the airport. 

H
ow

ever, assigning arrivals to Runw
ay 28R in w

est flow
 m

eans that all departures originally 
intended for that runw

ay m
ust now

 be assigned to Runw
ay 28L.  There are num

erous occasions 
at O

’H
are today w

hen an aircraft captain w
ill reject a runw

ay assignm
ent for takeoff (Runw

ay 
4L) because she or he prefers or requires a runw

ay longer than 7,500 feet.  W
e expect som

e 
controller assignm

ents for aircraft takeoff from
 Runw

ay 28L, also at 7,500 feet in length, to be 
rejected for the sam

e reasons (and by the sam
e pilots). There is no w

ay to predict how
 m

any 
pilots w

ill reject this runw
ay,  but operational experience show

s that w
hen longer runw

ays are 
available at an airport, pilots w

ill request them
.  U

nder these circum
stances, the alternatives are: 

lengthen Runw
ay 10R/28L by extending it into Bensenville so that it w

ill becom
e universally 

acceptable,  allow
 those aircraft to use the longer runw

ays on the north side of the field for 
takeoff, w

hich reduces the efficiency of the airport and increases delays, or reduce the arrival 
rate on Runw

ay 28R to accom
m

odate the requests for a longer takeoff runw
ay.   

Perm
itting a pilot to use a runw

ay other than the one assigned “im
balances” the airport by 

placing extra dem
and on departure runw

ays north of the term
inal, and by reducing the 

departure rate as aircraft originally intended to depart from
 Runw

ay 28L reject that assignm
ent 

and use Runw
ay 27L instead.  The departure rate is reduced because controllers assign aircraft 

to specific departure runw
ays based on the aircraft’s destination.  For exam

ple, in D
erivative C


1 operating in w

est flow
, traffic headed to the east (C

leveland, Pittsburgh, N
ew

 York, Boston or 
W

ashington) w
ould be assigned Runw

ay 22L.  Im
m

ediately upon departure, those aircraft are 
turned east.  Traffic headed to the south (St. Louis, M

em
phis, A

tlanta, or M
iam

i) w
ould be 

assigned Runw
ay 28L, and turned to the south several m

iles after departure.  W
estbound traffic 

(D
enver, Phoenix, Los A

ngeles, Las V
egas) w

ould be assigned Runw
ay 27L for departure.  But, 

w
hen an A

tlanta-bound aircraft rejects Runw
ay 28L because of its seem

ingly inadequate length 
and gets in the queue w

ith w
estbound traffic using Runw

ay 27L, that A
tlanta flight on Runw

ay 
27L requires special handling from

 tow
er controllers.  The A

tlanta flight m
ust be inserted into 

the stream
 of departure traffic that used Runw

ay 28L and are all heading south.  N
ot only m

ust 
the tow

er controller insert the A
tlanta flight into a new

 departure stream
; she or he m

ust also 
insure that other departures to the south on Runw

ay 28L, such as one to St. Louis, are held on 
the ground so that the A

tlanta-based flight can be turned so that it w
ill be to the east of the 

flight path of the St. Louis-based aircraft. Ensuring this type of adequate separation betw
een 

aircraft is likely to adversely im
pact the departure rate of all O

’H
are runw

ays, thereby 
im

pairing the overall efficiency of the airport. 
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Sim
ilar inefficiencies afflict D

erivative C
-1 in east flow

.  A
s noted earlier, this operating 

configuration allow
s only tw

o departure stream
s in both V

FR and IFR conditions, thereby 
reducing capacity and increasing delays.. 

In addition to these long-term
 lim

itations, D
erivative C

-1 deprives O
’H

are of a critical runw
ay 

during the build-out of the overall project.  A
s tw

o runw
ays are decom

m
issioned, and new

 ones 
constructed, the sequence in w

hich these events occur is critical to m
aintain efficient operations. 

Runw
ay 10C

/28C
 is planned to be built early in the overall process of im

plem
enting the 

Selected A
lternative.  Its absence w

ould cause significant short-term
 delay issues, along w

ith all 
the other perm

anent lim
itations that w

ould preclude this D
erivative from

 achieving a level of 
delay reduction necessary to achieving the goals of proposed action. 

¶¶ 32-33  In D
erivatives C

-2 and C
-3, the FA

A
 considered the option of shortening Runw

ay 
10C

/28C
 from

 10,800 feet to 7,500 feet and 6,900 feet, respectively, in order to avoid St. Johannes 
C

em
etery. M

r. Flem
ing’s com

m
ents on both derivatives are sim

ilar, and so w
e have chosen to 

respond to his analysis in the sam
e consolidated fashion. 

M
r. Flem

ing seriously m
isunderstands the operational consequences of shortening a critical 

arrival runw
ay by either 2,100 feet or 3,900 feet. It is true that there are airports w

here the 
longest runw

ay is only 7,500 or 6,900 feet (W
ashington N

ational and La G
uardia, for exam

ple), 
and such runw

ays are regularly used in all conditions.  It is also true, how
ever, that the 

availability of longer runw
ays, especially in adverse w

eather conditions, m
eans that in the real 

w
orld, airline pilots w

ill reject the shorter runw
ay and dem

and to land on a longer one.  W
e 

know
 this from

 our experience at O
’H

are today.  A
doption of D

erivative C
-2 w

ould cause 
aircraft that could have landed on Runw

ay 10C
/28C

 at its originally designed length of 10,800 
feet to reject that runw

ay in its shortened state.  Instead,  som
e pilots w

ould request a longer 
runw

ay, w
hich is only available on the north side of the airfield.  These requests, especially in 

adverse w
eather, w

ill interrupt the sm
ooth flow

 of arrival traffic from
 the several navigational 

fixes som
e  60-80 m

iles from
 O

’H
are.  A

t each of those points, controllers line up aircraft for 
landing on a specific runw

ay at O
’H

are.  Because Runw
ays 10C

/28C
  and 9C

/27C
 are both 

intended to serve constant stream
s of arrival traffic, the line of aircraft for a particular O

’H
are 

runw
ay m

ay extend alm
ost 100 m

iles, to the east or w
est of the airport, depending on w

ind 
conditions.  W

hen a pilot reaches the navigational fix w
here her or his aircraft is positioned w

ith 
others for arrival on a shortened Runw

ay 28C
, and rejects that assignm

ent in favor of Runw
ay 

27C
 because of its greater length, the constant stream

 of arrivals is severely disrupted. The 
controller w

orking approaches to Runw
ay 28C

 on the south side of the airport m
ust coordinate 

w
ith her or his counterpart w

orking the north side to insert the non-conform
ing aircraft into 

that other approach stream
 for Runw

ay 27C
.  In addition to provoking serious controller 

w
orkload concerns, the reduced ability to segregate arrivals in conform

ing stream
s of traffic 

reduces the operational efficiency of the airport by increasing arrival delays. 

M
r. Flem

ing sim
ilarly m

isunderstands the unique operation of the Selected A
lternative as it 

functions on the ground, and therefore he erroneously concludes that there w
ill be no difference 

in runw
ay crossing procedures betw

een it and D
erivatives C

-2 or C
-3.  The Selected A

lternative 
designates Runw

ay 10L/28R as a departure runw
ay.  It w

ill be 13,000 feet in length.  Because of 
its great length, aircraft departing from

 this runw
ay w

ill not need to use its full length, except 
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for certain international departures to Tokyo, H
ong K

ong, Rom
e, and sim

ilarly distant points.  
Instead, m

ost aircraft w
ill be assigned an “intersection” departure, from

 a point w
here a 

taxiw
ay connects to the runw

ay som
e 3,000 feet from

 the beginning of the runw
ay so that 10,000 

feet w
ould still be available for takeoff.  By using intersection departures, traffic landing on 

Runw
ays 10C

/28C
 and 10R/28L w

ill be able to reach the term
inal by taxiing across Runw

ay 
10L/28R,  behind the intersection departure point.  In this m

anner, these arrival aircraft can 
proceed to the term

inal unim
peded by the departure activity on the departure runw

ay.  
C

ontrary to M
r. Flem

ing’s assertion at ¶ 32.4, the take off aircraft w
ill not need to be held in 

place until the arrival aircraft crosses the departure runw
ay, w

hich w
ould be the case if 

Runw
ay 10C

 w
ere shortened. 

Those operational benefits, how
ever, are no longer available w

ith D
erivatives C

-2 and C
-3.  

A
lthough shortening Runw

ay 10C
/28C

 w
ill not affect the intersection departures on Runw

ay 
10L/28R, the shortened runw

ay w
ill have its w

estern term
inus relocated by either 2,100 or 3,900 

feet.  In other w
ords, the ends of these tw

o runw
ays w

ill be staggered on the w
est.  A

t the end 
of each runw

ay, there is a Runw
ay Protection Zone (“RPZ”) in w

hich no aircraft m
ovem

ent is 
perm

itted w
hen the runw

ay is being used by aircraft.  W
hen Runw

ay 10C
/28C

 is shortened, the 
relocated RPZ

 effectively closes the taxiw
ay the arrival aircraft w

ould  use to taxi behind the 
departure point of Runw

ay 10L.  A
s a result, C

-2 and C
-3 w

ould have the sam
e type of 

“dependency” requiring the interruption of departures to allow
 arriving aircraft to cross the 

active departure runw
ay.  A

s w
e know

 from
 the O

’H
are problem

s of today, such runw
ay 

dependency exacts a serious toll on efficiency in order to ensure safety under those conditions. 
W

ith up to 60 arrivals per hour needing to cross the active departure runw
ay, the operational 

efficiency of the departure runw
ay w

ould be com
prom

ised in a m
ajor fashion. 

M
r. Flem

ing is equally dism
issive of the FA

A
’s concerns w

ith w
ake turbulence issues generated 

by D
erivatives C

-2 and C
-3.  A

gain, because the threshold of Runw
ay 10C

/28C
 is so severely 

staggered in its shortened condition, aircraft w
ould land on Runw

ay 10C
 parallel to the very 

point w
here aircraft are departing from

 Runw
ay 10L.  The Selected A

lternative avoids this 
problem

 by aligning the thresholds of these tw
o runw

ay even w
ith each other so that aircraft 

landing on Runw
ay 10C

 touch dow
n at a point w

ell before departure aircraft on Runw
ay 10L 

becom
e airborne, thus avoiding the w

ake turbulence.  Thus, these derivatives create another 
runw

ay dependency, im
pacting efficiency in both arrivals and departures on these runw

ays, 
and potentially derogating safety.  M

r. Flem
ing’s response to this problem

 is to m
inim

ize w
ake 

turbulence concerns by assigning larger aircraft w
ith greater w

ake turbulence potential to other 
runw

ays.  O
f course, this “solution” creates the sam

e problem
 identified above, as approach 

controllers scram
ble to interrupt arrival stream

s established m
any m

iles from
 O

’H
are to allocate 

runw
ays based on aircraft size rather than point of origin.  This increases com

plexity for both 
the pilot and controller, increases controller w

orkload and reduces efficiency. 

The m
easures the FA

A
 w

ould need to take in order to ensure that D
erivatives C

-2 and C
-3 

w
ould operate safely seriously cripple the ability of these m

easures to provide a level of delay 
reduction close to that of the Selected A

lternative. 
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¶ 34-35  D
erivatives C

-4 and C
-5 w

ere created by the FA
A

 to exam
ine O

’H
are operations w

ith 
Runw

ay 10C
/28C

 shifted to the south som
e 350 and 450 feet respectively in an attem

pt to avoid 
St. Johannes C

em
etery. 

M
r. Flem

ing dow
nplays the FA

A
’s application of its airport safety and design standards to 

these D
erivatives. TERPS are FA

A
 standards that govern the height of buildings and objects in 

relation to runw
ays.  A

pplying TERPS, the FA
A

 can construct a new
 air traffic control tow

er to 
handle aircraft using Runw

ay 10R/28L on a sm
all sliver of land betw

een the “protected 
surfaces” for Runw

ay 10C
/28C

 and Runw
ay 10R/28L.  A

s applied here, TERPS provides an 
adequate m

easure of safety by precluding obstructions that could com
prom

ise an aircraft 
conducting a m

issed approach to a landing runw
ay.  If Runw

ay 10C
/28C

 is shifted south, the 
relocated runw

ay invades the space protected by TERPS for the south tow
er.  W

hen TERPS is 
violated in this m

anner, the FA
A

 is required either to shorten the height of the tow
er to protect 

for such m
issed approaches, or m

ust im
pose greater separation betw

een the aircraft using the 
tw

o southernm
ost runw

ays and establish m
ore stringent m

inim
um

s for aircraft landing these 
tw

o runw
ays.  If shortening the tow

er height causes an obstructed line of sight, then operational 
restrictions are the only recourse.  C

ontrary to M
r. Flem

ing’s assertion, there w
ould be 

occasions w
hen the FA

A
 w

ould operate these derivatives in a m
anner involving landing traffic 

on 10R/28L.  

Shifting Runw
ay 10C

/28C
 also creates w

ake turbulence issues that are not present in the 
Selected A

lternative.  A
lthough M

r. Flem
ing attem

pts to m
inim

ize these concerns by stating 
that they only occur in w

est flow
, that 45 percent of the tim

e the airfield is operated in this 
m

anner present significant and legitim
ate concerns.  W

hen Runw
ay 10C

/28C
 is m

oved south, 
the aircraft arriving on Runw

ay 28C
 pass directly over Runw

ay 22L at about the point w
here 

departing aircraft becom
e airborne.  The farther south the runw

ay is relocated, the greater the 
possibility  for w

ake turbulence events.  M
r. Flem

ing’s response is for pilots to use a low
er 

pow
er setting so that their aircraft w

ill have a longer takeoff roll, use m
ore runw

ay, and achieve 
flight after passing below

 the w
ake turbulence of arriving aircraft.  W

e know
 of no airline 

captain w
ho w

ould voluntarily adopt such a m
aneuver, and w

e know
 of no authority at the 

FA
A

 for it to com
pel such a bizarre and potentially dangerous procedure. The real alternative 

is that traffic departing Runw
ay 22L w

ill be held in position on the runw
ay until the w

ake 
turbulence event has passed.  H

ow
ever, w

ith som
e  40 arrivals per hour expected on Runw

ay 
28C

, the utility of Runw
ay 22L as one of only three departure runw

ays w
ould be severely 

com
prom

ised. 

A
s w

ith the other derivatives generated by FA
A

, w
e again see how

 each of the pieces of the 
airport relate to each other, and how

, w
hen one is changed, that change has im

pacts on other 
runw

ays and the overall efficiency of the airfield.  For D
erivatives C

-4 and C
-5, these 

cum
ulative lim

itations on operations w
ould be required in order to safely operate either of 

these derivatives.  A
s a result, they have the real-w

orld potential to handle considerably less 
traffic than the Selected A

lternative.    

¶¶ 36-42  D
erivatives L-1 and L-2 w

ere subm
itted to the FA

A
 as potential airport runw

ay 
designs that could avoid St. Johannes C

em
etery. 
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M
ost of M

r. Flem
ing’s criticism

 of the FA
A

’s earlier analysis rests on a totally unfounded 
assum

ption:  that the C
ity of C

hicago w
ill only build Phase O

ne of this project, and that such a 
truncated im

provem
ent project w

ould not operate as w
ell as either D

erivative L-1 or L-2.  The 
FA

A
 in its EIS and in this RO

D
 have concluded that the entire project w

ill be com
pleted.  But, in 

m
aking this assertion, M

r. Flem
ing also m

akes the point that is of principal concern to us.  M
r. 

Flem
ing reports that controllers have advised him

 the FA
A

’s plan to begin the Selected 
A

lternative w
ith the construction of the northernm

ost runw
ay, Runw

ay 9L/27R w
ill cause 

gridlock at the airport.  A
ccordingly, M

r. Flem
ing argues that the addition of one new

 runw
ay 

on the far south end of the airport w
ould operate m

uch better. 

M
r. Flem

ing’s statem
ent about Phase O

ne producing gridlock is w
rong, for w

hen O
’H

are is on 
Plan X (East Flow

), and using Runw
ays 4L, 32L and 32R, the new

 runw
ay w

ill not be in use.  
But, w

hen Runw
ays 32L and 32R are decom

m
issioned, the new

ly built Runw
ay 9L/27R w

ill 
becom

e fully operational.  M
ore im

portantly, how
ever, the reason for M

r. Flem
ing’s concern 

appears to be his recognition that on the north side of the airport, the addition of Runw
ay 

9L/27R adds to the existing com
plexity of the existing “runw

ay triangle.”   These intersecting 
runw

ays are all dependent upon each other, in the sense that the use of one im
plicates and 

lim
its the use of another.  The genius of the O

M
P is that it breaks the runw

ay triangle in favor of 
m

odern airport architecture.  The problem
 w

ith D
erivatives L-1 and L-2 is that they retain the 

triangle. 

W
e cannot agree w

ith M
r. Flem

ing in his assertion that D
erivative L-1 w

ill perform
 better than 

Phase O
ne of the Selected A

lternative. H
e is incorrect in asserting L-1’s capacity of a balanced 

airfield w
ith 120 arrivals and 120 departures in all w

eather conditions. For a configuration to 
sustain this balance, it w

ould require three independent arrival and three independent 
departure runw

ays w
ith no dependencies betw

een any of the runw
ays.  A

lternative L-1 does 
not have this capability.  A

ll departures on Runw
ay 32L “are dependent on…

”w
ith arrivals on 

Runw
ay 9L.  A

rrivals to Runw
ay 9L cross runw

ay Runw
ay 32L approxim

ately 5,600 feet from
 

the departure point.  Therefore, air traffic m
ust increase the inter-arrival spacing for Runw

ay 9L 
arrivals in order to m

eet the separation requirem
ents for both arrivals on Runw

ay 9L and 
departures on Runw

ay 32L.  In addition, Runw
ay 4L departures becom

e dependent upon  
Runw

ay 9L arrivals.  Finally, due to the runw
ay spacing of Runw

ays 9R and 10L, these 
runw

ays m
ust be treated as one runw

ay and additional  dependencies are created for arrival on 
Runw

ay 9R and departures on Runw
ay 10L.  U

ltim
ately, it m

akes little difference w
hether, as 

M
r. Flem

ing asserts, D
erivative L-1 perform

s as w
ell as, or better than Phase O

ne of the Selected 
A

lternative.  This is because the FA
A

 believes the full O
M

P w
ill be constructed as approved 

here, and that the Selected A
lternative has the dem

onstrated capacity to handle far greater 
volum

es of traffic at low
er levels of delay. 

D
erivatives L-1 and L-2 allow

 for triple stream
s of arrivals, unlike the Selected A

lternative that 
allow

s quadruple stream
s in V

FR w
eather.  M

oreover, these derivatives do not operate nearly 
as w

ell as the Selected A
lternative because of other dependencies in addition to those listed 

im
m

ediately above. First,  in east flow
, controllers w

ould have arrivals assigned to Runw
ays 9L, 

9R, and 10.  D
epartures w

ould rem
ain assigned to Runw

ays 32L, 4L and 9L.  A
rrivals to 

Runw
ay 9R and 10 w

ould be independent.  H
ow

ever, arrivals to Runw
ay 9L w

ould be 
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dependent w
ith Runw

ay 32L departures and also w
ith Runw

ay 9R arrivals.  Runw
ay 9L 

departures becom
e dependent w

ith Runw
ay 9L arrivals and w

ith Runw
ay 4L departures.  

Finally, Runw
ay 4L departures  becom

e dependent w
ith Runw

ay 9L arrivals and departures. 
A

ll of this dependencies w
ould lead to inefficiencies and increased delays.  Secondly, w

est flow
 

w
ould produce sim

ilar dependencies that could only reduce the efficiency of the configuration. 
A

rrivals w
ould be assigned to Runw

ays 27R, 27L and 28L.  D
epartures w

ould be assigned to 
Runw

ays 32L, 32R and 22L.  A
rrivals on Runw

ay 27R w
ould be dependent w

ith Runw
ay 32L 

departures.  The m
ost significant dependency w

ould be arrivals on Runw
ay 28L and  

departures on Runw
ay 22L.  Runw

ay 28L arrivals w
ould cross Runw

ay 22L approxim
ately 

7,000’ dow
n the runw

ay.  In light of FA
A

 standards for separation of such traffic, the distance 
betw

een arrival aircraft on Runw
ay 28L w

ould reduce significantly the efficiency of this 
operation.  In sum

m
ary, in both east and w

est flow
 IFR conditions, air traffic w

ould have to 
take steps to operate these D

erivatives in a m
anner that w

ould have the im
m

ediate effect of 
reducing capacity and increasing delays.  

M
r. Flem

ing is critical of the FA
A

’s earlier analysis of the L-1 East Flow
 and W

est Flow
 capacity 

in w
hich the agency found lim

ited benefits to capacity or delay reduction.  In response to his 
criticism

, w
e suggest it is im

portant to rem
em

ber that additional runw
ays do not necessarily 

m
ean additional capacity.  The proposed layout of any new

 runw
ays, including their 

relationship w
ith other existing runw

ays, is pivotal in determ
ining the perform

ance of the 
proposed airfield.  A

fter review
ing his critique, w

e still believe that the L-1 configuration w
ould 

perform
 only m

arginally better than our existing Plan X.  W
e understand that the FEIS 

considers Plan X to be part of the “N
o A

ction” A
lternative, and therefore the slight 

im
provem

ent produced by D
erivative L-1 over today’s situation represents only m

inim
al 

im
provem

ent, at best. 

Today, Plan X has three arrival runw
ays (Runw

ays 4R, 9R, and 9L) and four departure runw
ays 

(Runw
ays 32L, 32R, 4L and 9L).  D

epartures on Runw
ay 32L are dependent w

ith arrivals to 
Runw

ay 9L.  D
epartures on Runw

ay 32R are dependent w
ith departures on Runw

ays 4L and 
Runw

ay 9L.  D
epartures on Runw

ay 4L are dependent w
ith arrivals on Runw

ay 9L, and 
departures on Runw

ays 32R and 9L.  In contrast, D
erivative L-1 East Flow

 has three arrival 
runw

ays (Runw
ays 9L, 9R, and 10R) and three departure runw

ays (Runw
ays 32L, 4L, and 10L).  

There are no differences betw
een the num

bers of arrival or departure runw
ays.  The north side 

of this proposed configuration is sim
ilar to the

 dependencies in existing Plan X although no 
departures are assigned to Runw

ay 9L or Runw
ay 32R. This reduction in  dependency m

ay 
result in m

arginally better perform
ance. A

s w
ith Plan X, departures on Runw

ay 32L w
ould  be 

dependent w
ith Runw

ay 9L arrivals.  A
rrival spacing w

ould be the sam
e as today for Runw

ay 
9L arrivals.  O

n the south side of the airfield, due to the runw
ay spacing, arrivals on Runw

ay 9R 
w

ould have a dependency  w
ith departures on Runw

ay 10L. O
verall, this configuration w

ould 
perform

 m
arginally better than existing Plan X due to the reduced coordination on the north 

airfield.   

Sim
ilarly, D

erivative L-1 in W
est Flow

 w
ould have three arrival runw

ays (Runw
ays 27R, 27L, 

and 28L).  D
epartures on Runw

ay 32R w
ould  be dependent w

ith arrivals on Runw
ay 27R.  

D
epartures on Runw

ay 27L w
ould have a dependency w

ith departures on Runw
ay 28R.  
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H
ow

ever, this  relationship is less intensive than m
ust be conducted on the existing Plan W

 
w

hich  causes departures on Runw
ay 32R to be dependent w

ith arrivals on Runw
ay 22R and 

27R, and m
akes departures on Runw

ay 22L  dependent w
ith arrivals on Runw

ay 27L.  
A

lthough this configuration perform
s m

arginally better than existing Plan W
, it does not 

accom
m

odate the forecast level of aviation activity through the planning horizon. Perhaps, this 
is the reason that M

r. Flem
ing insists on com

paring L-1 w
ith Phase O

ne of the O
M

P rather than 
w

ith the Selected A
lternative. 

L-1 proposes a shortened Runw
ay 10C

/28C
 to 8,000, to avoid St. Johannes on the w

est end of the 
runw

ay.  H
ow

ever, the RPZ for that runw
ay w

ould likely preclude public attendance at the 
cem

etery, and further shortening of this runw
ay to alleviate this problem

 w
ould render it 

useless. 

W
ith regard to D

erivative L-2, the FA
A

 found that it w
ould perform

 w
orse than today’s airfield 

in delay reduction. The north side of this proposed configuration is very sim
ilar to the 

dependencies in existing Plan X. H
ow

ever, due to the location of the runw
ays and the 

geom
etry created by the new

 runw
ays, the operation w

ould not perform
 as efficiently. 

D
epartures on Runw

ay 32L w
ould be dependent w

ith Runw
ay 9L arrivals.  The new

 Runw
ay 

9L is m
oved further north, causing the intersection of the extended centerline of Runw

ay 9L to 
be farther from

 the departure point on Runw
ay 32L.  A

rrival spacing w
ould have to be 

increased on Runw
ay 9L arrivals.  The new

 Runw
ay 9L w

ould cross Runw
ay 4L farther from

 
the departure point.  Therefore, Runw

ay 4L departures w
ould have to be held in position on the 

runw
ay aw

aiting departure longer until the Runw
ay 9L arrival is through the intersection of the 

tw
o runw

ays.  This additional  degree of dependency w
ould result in a configuration that 

w
ould perform

 w
orse than Plan X today.   

 A
lso, w

e disagree w
ith the com

m
enter’s assertion that retaining Runw

ay 14R/32L is necessary.  
A

s part of the A
irport Layout Plan analysis, it w

as determ
ined based on an analysis of 10-years 

of historical w
eather data that the proposed airfield (w

ithout either Runw
ay 14L/32R or 

Runw
ay 14R/32L) exceeds the requirem

ent in FA
A

 standards.  FA
A

 A
dvisory C

ircular 
150/5300-13 – A

irport D
esign in A

ppendix 1 – W
ind A

nalysis paragraph 3. C
overage and 

O
rientation of Runw

ays states that “The desirable w
ind coverage for an airport is 95 percent, 

based on the total num
bers of w

eather observations.”  For O
’H

are, w
ith a crossw

ind com
ponent 

of 16 knots (w
hich is typical for large air carrier aircraft) the proposed runw

ay layout provides 
99.8%

 coverage.  If the FA
A

 w
ere to retain this runw

ay, it w
ould rarely be placed in use because 

its intersections w
ith other runw

ays reduce its effectiveness and active use w
ould im

pede traffic 
destined to and from

 the new
 w

estern term
inal. 

In its earlier analysis, the FA
A

 also observed that D
erivatives L-1 and L-2, w

hen com
bined w

ith 
som

e or all of the com
ponents of each, w

ould produce m
any of the problem

s associated w
ith 

each w
hile providing few

 benefits in term
s of delay reduction for unconstrained traffic in the 

future.  A
gain, com

parison to Phase O
ne of the O

M
P is not especially relevant w

hen the goal of 
this project is to reduce delay at present and projected traffic levels. The FA

A
 has not com

pared 
D

erivatives L-1 and L-2 w
ith A

lternative B, the initial phase of O
’H

are im
provem

ent.  Instead, 
the appropriate com

parison is w
ith A

lternative C
, the Selected A

lternative that produces only 
5.9 m

inutes of delay at 1,194,000 operations.  W
hen m

easured against the Selected A
lternative,  
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it is clear that these derivatives fall far short of achieving m
eaningful delay reduction during the 

planning horizon. 

¶ 43 D
erivative M

 w
as generated by the FA

A
 in response to a new

scast in w
hich an individual 

asserted that a single new
 runw

ay in the southernm
ost part of the airport could accom

plish the 
delay reduction sought by the O

M
P at a fraction of the cost and w

ithout the need to take St. 
Johannes C

em
etery.  The agency’s analysis of D

erivative M
 found that it allow

ed quadruple 
approaches only during east flow

 in good w
eather, and even then, higher than norm

al landing 
m

inim
a w

ould apply because of the converging traffic assigned to Runw
ay 4R. FA

A
 also found 

that in IFR conditions, the requirem
ent for a 5,000 foot separation betw

een parallel runw
ays for 

triple sim
ultaneous landings reduced this derivative to tw

o stream
s of traffic.  There is no 

im
provem

ent in capacity on the north side of the field, as the runw
ay triangle is retained intact. 

In response, M
r. Flem

ing asserts that the lim
itation on quadruple landings is of no consequence, 

because “discussions w
ith local air traffic controllers at O

’H
are show

 conclusively that triple 
approaches are all that are needed to handle V

FR capacity at O
’H

are.”  (¶ 43.1, p. 32).  W
e 

com
pletely disagree.  O

ne of the significant lim
itations to the existing airport configuration is 

w
hen the w

eather transitions from
 good to poor w

eather, the airport loses the capability of 
operating triple converging approaches.  The airport users schedule their activity based on the 
greatest capacity configurations, w

ith the assum
ption that three arrival runw

ays w
ill be 

available every day.  Therefore w
hen the w

eather turns poor, the ability to operate triple 
approaches is lost, resulting in flight cancellations and increased delays. W

ith a forecast 
increase in traffic of approxim

ately 23%
 over the planning horizon, it is reasonable to say that 

delays w
ould be significantly higher w

ithout being able to address the disparity betw
een good 

w
eather and poor w

eather. The Selected A
lternative provides quadruple stream

s of arrivals in 
good w

eather in both east and w
est flow

, and triple stream
s in IFR conditions. 

M
r. Flem

ing takes issue w
ith the earlier FA

A
 statem

ent that triple approaches for IFR east or 
w

est flow
 w

ould not be allow
ed for D

erivative M
 or N

, because a controller told him
 that the 

special equipm
ent required for such activity could be ordered.  W

hat M
r. Flem

ing m
isses is that 

even if such activity w
ere possible, triple IFR approaches in either flow

 w
ould not be 

independent or operationally efficient.  First, east flow
 w

ould have arrivals assigned to 
Runw

ays 9L, 9R, and 10.  D
epartures w

ould rem
ain assigned to Runw

ays 32L, 4L and 9L.  
A

rrivals to Runw
ay 9R and 10 w

ould be independent.  H
ow

ever, arrivals to Runw
ay 9L w

ould 
be a dependent and highly coordinated operation.  Runw

ay 32L departures w
ould be 

dependent w
ith Runw

ay 9R arrivals.  Runw
ay 9L departures w

ould be dependent w
ith arrivals 

on this Runw
ay and w

ith Runw
ay 4L departures.  Finally, Runw

ay 4L departures w
ould be 

dependent w
ith Runw

ay 9L arrivals and departures.  A
ll of these dependencies lead to 

inefficiencies and increased delays.  V
irtually nothing is done to address the inherent 

dependencies and lim
itations of the existing runw

ay triangle.  Second, w
est flow

 w
ould have 

sim
ilar coordination requirem

ents reducing the efficiency of the configuration.  A
rrivals w

ould 
be assigned to Runw

ays 27R, 27L and 28.  D
epartures w

ould be assigned to Runw
ays 32L, 32R 

and 22L. A
rrivals on Runw

ay 27R w
ould be dependent w

ith Runw
ay 32L departures.  The 

m
ost significant dependency w

ould be arrivals on Runw
ay 28 and the necessary coordination 

w
ith departures on Runw

ay 22L.  Runw
ay 28 arrivals w

ould cross Runw
ay 22L approxim

ately 

R
esponse to C

om
m

ents 
A

.2-180 
Septem

ber 2005 



 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

O
’H

are International A
irport 

R
ecord of D

ecision 

7,000’ dow
n the runw

ay.  This w
ould increase the inter-arrival separations on Runw

ay 28 
significantly reducing the efficiency of this operation.  In sum

m
ary, in both IFR conditions, the 

num
ber of departures w

ould be significantly low
er than arrivals, especially in the east flow

 
operation.  A

ir traffic w
ould have to increase the arrival separations to allow

 the departures to 
leave, in order to m

aintain a balanced airfield. 

A
lthough proposed Runw

ay 10/28 in D
erivative M

 w
as evaluated as a prim

ary arrival runw
ay, 

it w
ould be used as a departure runw

ay during certain w
ind and w

eather conditions.  For this 
analysis the FA

A
 assum

ed that the proposed runw
ay w

ould be 7,500’.  M
r. Flem

ing’s 
suggestion to shorten the runw

ay by 1000’ (7500’ to 6500’) to prevent the overlap of the Runw
ay 

Safety A
reas of Runw

ay 28L and Runw
ay 4R w

ould severely lim
it the num

ber of aircraft able to 
arrive on the runw

ay and w
ould elim

inate a m
ajority of the fleet m

ix from
 using this runw

ay as 
departure runw

ay.  Furtherm
ore, the suggestion of shifting the runw

ay w
est to avoid 

shortening the runw
ay w

ould m
ost likely result in the sam

e land envelop proposed for 
acquisition under the Selected A

lternative.  Thus, the land envelop in the sam
e southw

est 
quadrant m

ay have to be acquired w
ith this derivative as the Selected A

lternative w
ith 

significantly few
er operational benefits. 

A
lso, w

e cannot accept the assertion that under this D
erivative, the railroad yard w

ould not 
need to be relocated. The FA

A
 agrees that the physical runw

ay itself w
ould not infringe on the 

railroad yard.  H
ow

ever, the Runw
ay Safety A

rea on the southw
est side of the approach end of 

Runw
ay 10R w

ould encroach on the northern m
ost portion of the railroad yard requiring at 

least a partial relocation.  FA
A

 A
dvisory C

ircular 150/5300-13 A
irport D

esign states that a 
runw

ay safety area shall be, “cleared and graded and have no potentially hazardous ruts, 
hum

ps, depressions, or other surface variations.” In addition, that docum
ent also provides that 

a runw
ay safety shall be, “free of objects, except for objects that need to be located in the 

runw
ay safety area because of their function.”  This is clearly not the case w

ith the railroad 
yard. 

There is one final com
m

ent w
e offer in this response to M

r. Flem
ing’s affidavit. A

s described 
earlier,  D

erivative C
-1 elim

inates Runw
ay 10C

/28C
.  In designing the Selected A

lternative, the 
planners created a runw

ay layout design that perm
its quadruple stream

s of landing traffic in 
good w

eather.  D
erivative C

-1 precludes that benefit, for it rem
oves a runw

ay intended for full-
tim

e use.  In contrast,  D
erivatives C

-2 through C
-5 do not change the overall geom

etry of the 
Selected A

lternative in the sense that all the runw
ays contained in the Selected A

lternative 
appear in C

-2 through C
-5, albeit in a shortened or slightly relocated form

at. O
ur com

m
ent is 

that at som
e point in the future, air traffic specialists expect technology to develop to the point 

w
here controllers at O

’H
are w

ill have the capability of conducting quadruple stream
s of 

arrivals in IFR conditions.  That potential w
ill be lost if any of these derivatives is adopted.  By 

adopting D
erivative C

-1, quadruple stream
s are im

possible in any w
eather. Because 

D
erivatives C

-2 and C
-3 shorten a critical runw

ay, quadruple stream
s are highly unlikely to 

receive future approval for bad w
eather approaches.  D

erivatives C
-4 and C

-5, because they 
m

ove Runw
ay 10C

/28C
 closer to Runw

ay 10R/28L, also virtually assure that quadruple stream
s 

in bad w
eather w

ill never be approved, even w
hen the technology is available because those 

runw
ays w

ill be too close to each other to authorize such procedures. . 
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The FA
A

 m
ay not w

ish to em
phasize this point in the RO

D
.  It does involves a degree of 

prediction about future air traffic techniques, rather than an assessm
ent of how

 w
e operate 

O
’H

are and these derivatives w
ith the tools of today.  N

evertheless, it is our judgm
ent that this 

point should be recognized, insofar as adoption of any of these derivatives w
ould deprive the 

FA
A

 of a potential tool in the future that could provide significant benefits during adverse 
w

eather at O
’H

are.   

W
e trust this analysis of com

m
ents w

ill  prove helpful in the preparation of the RO
D

 in this 
m

atter. 
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Response to Comments A.2-202 September 2005 

 
Comment Response 
Attachment 5 
to Karaganis-Cohn 

The Karaganis White and Magel letters dated June 23, 2005, 
November 19, 2003, February 26, 2004, and June 22, 2005  were 
submitted in this order as an attachment to the September 6, 2005 
comments filed by Karaganis and Cohn on the FEIS. 
 
In regard to these broad FOIA requests, the FAA refers the 
commenter to Section 8.1 of the ROD.  As noted in Section 8.1, 
beginning in December 2003 the FAA began the process of 
providing and/or making available over 15,000 documents 
(comprising over 8 million pages) for a fee of $3,000. 
 
FAA has responded to the November 19, 2003 and the February 
26, 2004 FOIA requests in a letter dated April 29, 2005.  This FOIA 
response has been administratively appealed.   
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Response to Comments A.2-206 September 2005 
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Response to Comments A.2-210 September 2005 

 
Comment Response 
Attachment 6 
to Karaganis-Cohn 

The Karaganis White and Magel letter dated August 5, 2005 was 
submitted as an attachment to the September 6, 2005 comments 
filed by Karaganis and Cohn on the FEIS. 
 
In regard to these broad FOIA requests, the FAA refers the 
commenter to Section 8.1 of the ROD. 
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Comment Response 
Attachment 7 
to Karaganis-Cohn 

The Karaganis White and Magel letter dated August 26, 2005 
was submitted as an attachment to the September 6, 2005 
comments filed by Karaganis and Cohn on the FEIS.  To the 
extent that the commenter presents new issues, these matters are 
addressed in the Record of Decision. 
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Comment Response 
Attachment 8 
to Karaganis-Cohn 

Filed as attachment to Karaganis-Cohn’s September 6, 2005 
comments on FEIS. 
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Response to Comments A.2-231 September 2005 
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Response to Comments A.2-232 September 2005 
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Response to Comments A.2-235 September 2005 

 
Comment Response 
1 The FAA notes the opinions of the commenter with regard to the City of 

Chicago.  The FAA notes that a summary of the cost of the proposed project 
is contained in Section 1.7 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) including the cost breakdown of the approximately $14.2 billion 
project. 
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Response to Comments A.2-239 September 2005 

 
Comment Response 
2 The commenter’s opinion is noted.   The FAA notes the commenter’s 

inclusion of a legal complaint (and other filing documents) against the City 
of Chicago.  FAA has refrained from commenting on this complaint as the 
FAA is not a named party, and FAA is not aware of the filing status of the 
complaint. 
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O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-243 September 2005 

Comment Response 
1 In fact, the FAA did consider and review the AReCO appendices in concert 

with the generation of the response to the comments contained in the main 
text of AReCO’s April 6,2005 letter of comments on the Draft EIS.  As 
AReCO notes, the main text of that letter did reference some of the 
appendices that were attached, however, the majority of the appendices 
submitted to that letter appeared to be backup material for the comments 
contained in the text of the letter.  As stated in the AReCO quotation from 
their April 6 letter, “Reference Appendices D, D1, and E for all comments in 
this category,” the FAA understood that comments made by AReCO used 
the text within said appendices as reference material.  When the subject 
matter of the appendices did, in fact, differ from comments within the letter, 
the FAA responded to them in the Final EIS.  Nonetheless, the FAA has 
responded to these resubmitted appendices herein.   
 

2 For detailed information regarding the mitigation commitments, including 
the cost associated with mitigation, where it can be known at this time, see 
Section 9 of this Record of Decision. 
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Comment Response 
3 The FAA disagrees with the commenter’ opinion with regard to the 

alternatives analysis.  The FAA provided a substantial analysis of non-
aviation alternatives, such as the use of other modes of travel and 
communication, however, those alternatives were found to not meet the 
purpose and need. 

4 The FAA disagrees with the commenter’s assertion.  
5 The FAA respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that the 

FAA’s website cannot be accessed and that help was not provided by the 
FAA to those individuals that requested it.  The FAA responded to all 
requests for assistance for access to the website from homes and businesses.  
The FAA cannot control if an entity chooses not to modify its internet 
settings to allow automatic detection of settings and allow active FTP access.  
FAA staff has verified website access from libraries, FedEx/Kinko’s 
locations, and their own homes.  The FAA also provided AReCO with 
electronic media of the air quality data posted to the FAA’s website on May 
24, 2005.   
 
The FAA respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that “it was 
an intended purpose to exclude the large majority of Chicagoands [sic]…”  
The FAA held hearings at three locations surrounding the airport.  The 
nearest location to Chicago was held at the White Eagle Banquets & 
Restaurant that is located at 6839 North Milwaukee Avenue in Niles, 
Illinois, less than one mile north of the border of Chicago.  The notice for the 
public hearings was also published in the following papers with Chicago 
distribution: Chicago Tribune, Chicago Sun Times, and Daily Southtown. 
 
The FAA respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that the 
“FAA only supplied one copy of the EIS documents to the Harold 
Washington Library downtown and none to other area libraries.”   The FAA 
sent a copy to the Harold Washington Library as it is the repository for all 
government publications for the Chicago Public Library System.  The FAA 
also sent copies of the EIS to 32 other suburban libraries where no suburban 
library card is needed by a Chicago resident to view the documents.  FAA 
did provide AReCO with an electronic copy of the Final EIS.   

6 The EIS addresses the entire O’Hare environment, including locations 
employees work (such as terminal curb fronts and parking lots).  The FAA 
does not agree that “OHSA must be brought in” as a cooperating agency.  

7 The EIS addresses the entire O’Hare environment, including locations 
utilized by passengers (such as terminal curb fronts and parking lots).  FAA 
is authorized to protect the health and safety of passengers.  The regulations 
by which the FAA protects the health and safety of passengers are contained 
in 49 USC 40101D and 49 USC 44701A.  FAA also promulgated 
specifications for air quality in commercial aircraft.   
 
Continued on the following page. 
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Comment Response 
7 
continued 

These specifications are detailed in Federal Aviation Regulations (FARs): 14 
CFR 21, 14 CFR 25, 14 CFR 121, and 14 CFR 125).  The regulations address 
ozone, carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide, ventilation, and cabin pressure.  
The regulations in 14 CFR 25 are airworthiness standards for commercial 
aircraft and are intended as design specifications for aircraft that are subject 
to certification under 14 CFR 21.  By contrast, 14 CFR 121 is intended as an 
operational standard and applies to domestic, foreign, and supplemental air 
carriers.  Regulations similar to the U.S. regulations established by FAA are 
applied to European aircraft by the European Joint Airworthiness Authority 
(JAA) and are termed Joint Aviation Regulations. 
 

8 Please see the response to AReCO Appendix X. 
9 The FAA disagrees with the commenter’s assertions concerning surface 

transportation impacts.  FAA’s EIS describes surface transportation impacts 
in Section 5.3 of the EIS, and appropriate mitigation for project related 
impacts is described in Section 9.2 of the ROD.  In addition, the FAA 
disagrees with the commenter’s statements regarding the “project 
justification.”  The FAA directs the commenter to Chapter 2 of the EIS where 
FAA outlines the project justification that extends beyond aircraft delay. 
 

10 FAA respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s implication that multi-
family dwellings will not receive noise mitigation.  In point of fact, Section 
9.1 of the ROD indicates that newly impacted multi-family dwellings will 
receive sound insulation.   
 

11 The FAA disagrees with the commenter’s assertions regarding the manner 
in which the air quality assessment is to be conducted.  In point of fact, 
FAA’s no action scenario did utilize an operations capped at present levels 
as a part of the air quality assessment.  The FAA evaluated future air quality 
impacts out to Build Out +5 consistent with its determination that this time 
horizon represented the reasonable foreseeable future for this EIS.  The FAA 
is required to do impact out to the reasonably foreseeable future.   
 

12 The FAA has responded to all of AReCO’s previous requests.  As AReCO 
was informed, the FAA has been proactive in making available to the public 
through various means; including posting documents on a publicly 
accessible website and placing copies of key documents in local public 
libraries.  As stated in our letters to Mr. Jack Saporito, the Executive Director 
of AReCO (April 25, 2005 and May 24, 2005), the information requested has 
been available through these means.  Additionally, with transmittal of the 
FAA’s May 24, 2005 letter to AReCO were enclosed electronic media (a full 
set of DVDs), including EDMS input files.  These EDMS input files, the files 
that specify the aircraft altitude used to assess the OMP improvements, have 
 
Continued on the following page. 
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also been and are available on FAA’s website.  As further stated in our April 
25, 2005 letter to Mr. Saporito, the EDMS model has been and remains 
commercially available at the following website: 
http://www.aee.faa.gov/emissions/edms/edmshome.htm. 
 
Comments regarding differences between the IEPA and DEIS inventories 
were addressed in a letter from FAA to AReCO dated April 25, 2005; this 
letter can be found response to comments in the Final EIS, see page U.4-825.  
 
Finally, FAA’s inventories and macroscale dispersion analysis include 
contributions from all ground level sources and from airborne aircraft 
arriving and departing O’Hare up to an altitude of 2,510 feet.  Aircraft-
related emissions above this altitude would have no discernible impact on 
ground level pollutant levels (see Section 5.6.1.6 of the Final EIS).  Aircraft 
emissions from all four operating modes: idling, approach, takeoff, and 
climbout, were accounted for in the emissions inventory and dispersion 
modeling analysis.  Additionally, numerous other “above-ground” emission 
sources, such as stationary sources, were accounted for in the emissions 
inventory and dispersion modeling analysis. Thus, the dispersion modeling 
was performed for ground level and above-ground level emissions from 
aircraft and other airport-related sources. 

13 With regard to the FAA’s FOA, the FAA has responded to AReCO’s 
comments on the FOA in a detailed response to AReCO’s Appendix Y of 
this letter. 

While the total concentration of particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in size 
(PM2.5) is 90 percent or more of the NAAQS, it is important to note that 1) 
the air pollutant PM2.5 was not part of the original protocol, 2) all reported 
levels are overwhelmingly dominated by the background concentration that 
was provided by the IEPA), and 3) the year 1990, the year used in the 
analysis, has been previously shown to be the worst-case met data year for 
all other pollutants and all other averaging periods.  In other words, the 
OMP-related contribution to the total concentration of PM2.5 is so small that 
OMP-related emissions would have to increased tremendously (which they 
don’t) to affect any change in the reported concentrations. 

With respect to the worst-case meteorological data: USEPA in its Final EIS 
comment letter raised no objection to FAA’s approach.  Rather, USEPA’s 
letter said: "Information was presented in the Final EIS to support the choice 
of 1990 as the worst case meteorological year for criteria pollutant 
dispersion modeling. Based on the information included in the Final EIS 
together with Illinois Environmental Protection Agency's (IEPA) 
involvement on this issue, we concur with your use of 1990 as the worst-
case meteorological conditions for the five year period under consideration 
for this project." 
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Comment Response 
13 See the previous page for the response to this comment. 
14 First, mercury emissions from aircraft were assumed to be insignificant in 

the EIS, because measured mercury levels in jet fuel, as reported by 
Shumway, are below the detection limit of 1 ppb.  Second, the commenter 
simply uses the wrong assumption when estimating mercury emissions 
from aircraft.  The commenter erroneously relies on a USEPA mercury 
emission factor reported for stationary turbines which burn number 2 
distillate fuel oil instead of jet fuel.  Number 2 distillate fuel oil is a heavier 
fraction of petroleum than is jet fuel, and measured mercury levels in fuel 
oil are as high as 26 to 31 ppb.  Thus mercury emissions from aircraft that 
burn jet fuel would have to be lower than the emissions from stationary 
turbines that burn number 2 distillate oil. 
 
Of note, mercury emissions from GSE, motor vehicles, and stationary 
sources such as the heating and refrigeration plant were included in the 
analysis based on available published emission factors and documented 
within the EIS and its supporting documentation. Of the 188 air pollutants 
identified by the USEPA as being hazardous, 65 were identified in the EIS as 
having the potential to be emitted by sources operating at and in the vicinity 
of O’Hare (including mercury emissions). 
 

15 The FAA disagrees with the comment because the comment does not 
adequately consider the physical properties of propylene glycol, the 
component of de-icing fluid that is toxic.  When compared to water, the 
other component of de-icing fluid, propylene glycol has a much lower 
tendency to evaporate.  Its boiling point is 370 degrees Fahrenheit as 
compared to 212 degrees for water.  In addition, the vapor pressure of 
propylene glycol is much lower than water, where at 25 degrees centigrade 
the vapor pressure of propylene glycol is about 0.1 mm Hg, and for water 
the vapor pressure is 24 mm Hg.  Consequently the rate of evaporation of 
propylene glycol would be extremely small as compared to water. 
 
Although the de-icing liquid may be heated before applying it to aircraft, 
the maximum temperature would be well below the boiling point of 
propylene glycol.  In addition, the temperature of the de-icing liquid would 
rapidly drop as it is applied to aircraft surfaces that are near or below 
freezing.  Consequently, there would be little or no evaporation of 
propylene glycol from de-icing operations. 
 
Continued on the following page. 
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The Material Safety Data Sheet (MSDS) for de-icing fluid, which is required 
to identify the hazardous components, does not report other toxic 
contaminants in the fluid.  If any are present they would be at trace levels.  
Consequently evaporative emissions of other contaminants would be 
extremely small. 
 
Lastly, the air quality analysis that was performed to assess the OM was 
performed in close coordination and was reviewed by both the USEPA and 
the IEPA.  The methodologies used to perform the analysis were discussed 
extensively with both agencies, and an agreed upon air quality analysis 
protocol was thereafter developed (see Appendix J.1 Air Quality Analysis 
Protocol – Criteria Air Pollutants of the Final EIS).  This protocol includes 
detailed information of receptor placement, meteorological data to be used, 
and emission sources to be included in the analysis.  In this regard, de-icing 
was considered an insignificant emission source with the O’Hare Title V 
Operating Permit, and thus, not included in the OM EIS analysis. 
 

16 The FAA considered this issue throughout the EIS process and fully 
responded to this same comment on the DEIS (see page U.4-310 of the Final 
EIS).  The FAA developed the HAPs Protocol for the EIS in coordination 
with USEPA and IEPA.  While the effects on human health from HAPs were 
raised in Scoping, the FAA, USEPA, and IEPA concur that at this time it is 
not appropriate to conduct a human health risk assessment for the HAPs 
discussed in Appendix I of the Final EIS, and that the influence of the 
proposed airport development on the health of those living in the vicinity of 
O’Hare cannot currently be quantified in a meaningful way.  Collectively, 
the agencies believe that the use of existing human health risk assessment 
protocols would not be scientifically sound nor defensible given the 
limitations of the existing modeling tools and critical input data.  
Specifically, the computer models typically used in human health risk 
assessment protocols are unable to accurately represent chemical reactivity 
during transport of airborne pollutants, and the assumptions prescribed for 
HAPs exposure from stationary sources are not directly transferable to 
mobile sources.  Furthermore, critical data concerning the absence of HAP 
emissions data and the limitations of HAP speciation profiles for all types of 
aircraft engines (i.e., commercial jets, military, general aviation, and air taxi) 
do not exist.  
 

17 The FAA responded to this same comment on the DEIS (see page U.4-311 of 
the Final EIS).  Based on consultation with Federal and State wildlife 
officials, the FAA concludes that all appropriate project-related impacts on 
birds and other wildlife within the project study area have been adequately 
presented within the EIS.  
 

 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-249 September 2005 

 

 
Comment Response 
D1 The FAA disagrees with the commenter’s assertion concerning “flaws and 

deficiencies” in the air quality evaluation of the OM.  Further, the results of 
the analysis, predicted in areas where the public and others could 
conceivably be exposed to elevated levels of air pollutants at the 
corresponding averaging periods, indicate that the airport improvements 
would not cause or contribute to any new violations of any of the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards, nor would improvements at O’Hare cause 
any delays in attainment of the air quality goals set forth in the applicable 
SIP. 
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Comment Response 
D2 The air quality analysis that was performed to assess the OM was 

performed in close coordination and was reviewed by both the USEPA and 
the IEPA.  The methodologies used to perform the analysis were discussed 
with both agencies and an agreed upon air quality analysis protocol was 
developed (see Appendix J.1 Air Quality Analysis Protocol – Criteria Air 
Pollutants of the Final EIS).  This protocol includes detailed information of 
receptor placement and meteorological data to be used in the analysis. 
 

D3 The OM-related emission inventories and dispersion analysis were 
prepared/performed using the EDMS (use of the model was discussed with 
the USEPA and IEPA).  EDMS contains algorithms that simulate point, line, 
and area (volume) sources of air pollutants.  AReCO’s comment erroneously 
states that “…emissions from planes using a given runway will be summed 
over each hour, then averaged to an emission rate of, say X grams per 
second by dividing the sum by 60.”  In point of fact, EDMS sums (for 
emission inventory purposes) and simulates (for dispersion purposes) 
aircraft-related emissions for each individual hour of each day of a 
simulated year. 

D4 The following describes how EDMS assigns and models the various sources.  
Aircraft emissions occur on the taxiways, at the end of the active runways, 
and on the runways themselves, as a set of point sources along the line 
representing the taxiway and runway.  These aircraft emissions also include 
airborne emissions within the approach, takeoff, and climbout operation 
modes.  GSE emissions were simulated as a set of stationary point sources at 
each terminal apron area next to aircraft gate locations.  Emissions from 
motor vehicles on the on- and off-Airport roadways were modeled as 
individual line sources.  The motor vehicle emissions from terminal 
curbsides were modeled as line sources located next to the on-Airport 
roadways immediately in front of the various terminals.  All parking lots, 
including the Passenger Parking Lots and the Employee Parking Lots in the 
service areas were modeled as area sources.  Each level of parking garages 
was modeled individually as an elevated area source.  The Heating and 
Refrigeration Plant stacks and training fires were modeled as point sources. 
 
The emission inventories and dispersion modeling analysis in the EIS air 
quality assessment were prepared using the FAA’s Emissions and 
Dispersion Modeling System (EDMS-Version 4.12).  Use of the EDMS is 
required by the FAA when evaluating airport-related emissions at civilian 
airports.  The modeling methodologies, including the dispersion model to 
be used, were approved, as part of the air quality protocol, by IEPA and 
USEPA.  The EDMS incorporates approved methodologies for 
characterizing the emissions and dispersion of air pollutants from point 
(stationary), area (parking lots), and line sources.   
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Comment Response 
D5 The emission inventories and dispersion modeling analysis in the EIS air 

quality assessment were prepared using the FAA’s Emissions and 
Dispersion Modeling System (EDMS-Version 4.12).  Use of this model is 
required by the FAA when evaluating airport-related emissions at civilian 
airports.  The modeling methodologies, including the dispersion model to 
be used, were approved, as part of the air quality protocol, by IEPA and 
USEPA. 
 
The dispersion modeling analysis was supplemented by a post-processing 
methodology (a Microsoft Access database) that is consistent with industry 
practice.  This methodology was used to identify the concentrations for each 
pollutant, for each pollutant’s respective averaging time(s), at each of the 
receptors, for a source category (such as aircraft, motor vehicle, and 
construction) and the total Airport.  In short, the post-processing takes the 
modeling output and adds the concentrations from each individual source 
category modeled.  The concentrations at each receptor in the modeling 
network are needed to present a complete spatial picture of air quality 
impacts at each modeled location.   
 

D6 The FAA disagrees that the air quality analysis fails to adequately 
characterize any of the O’Hare-related emission sources or emission source 
quantities.  Further, because the analysis was performed using various 
assumptions that would produce conservatively high results, the FAA 
disagrees that the emission source quantities are understated.  All 
significant airport-related sources were included in the OM evaluation.  
Finally, because the study area extended beyond the airport property line, 
non-airport-related sources were also evaluated.  Finally, the emission 
sources included in the analysis were approved, as part of the air quality 
protocol, by IEPA and USEPA. 
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Comment Response 
D7 The pollutant concentrations presented in the Draft EIS and Final EIS are 

representative of the greatest estimated levels of pollutant concentrations 
(levels would decrease farther away from the airport property line).  The 
results of the analysis indicated that at the property line, pollutant levels 
would be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards.  As such, 
pollutant concentrations attributable to the Airport and beyond the property 
line would also be below the standards.  Notably, the results of the analysis 
can be considered conservative because they are based on conservative 
assumptions including background concentrations that are representative of 
the highest measured levels in the Chicago area (levels are likely lower in 
the vicinity of the O’Hare). The methodologies used to perform the analysis 
were discussed with both agencies and an agreed upon air quality analysis 
protocol was developed (see Appendix J.1 Air Quality Analysis Protocol – 
Criteria Air Pollutants of the Final EIS).  This protocol includes detailed 
information on receptor placement and meteorological data to be used in the 
analysis.  
 

D8 See the following page for the response to this comment. 
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Comment Response 
D8 The mechanical ventilation systems in buildings re-circulate most 

(approximately 90 percent) of the indoor air with the balance (approximately 
10 percent) coming from outdoors.  This fact, in combination with the series of 
particulate traps, filters and moisture condensers that make up a ventilation 
system, results in levels of indoor air contaminants that are typically reduced 
over outdoor levels of the same pollutants.  Buildings such as offices and 
hotels are also typically kept under a slight positive pressure so that outdoor 
air does not drift in through open doors, windows and other appurtenances.  
The methodologies used to perform the analysis were discussed with both 
USEPA and IEPA and an agreed upon air quality analysis protocol was 
developed (see Appendix J.1 Air Quality Analysis Protocol – Criteria Air 
Pollutants of the Final EIS).  This protocol includes detailed information of 
receptor placement and meteorological data to be used in the analysis. 

D9 The FAA disagrees that limited hazardous air pollutants were considered, 
documented, and inventoried.  Of the 188 air pollutants identified by the 
USEPA as being hazardous, 65 were identified in the EIS as having the 
potential to be emitted by sources operating at and in the vicinity of O’Hare.  
One additional pollutant, diesel particulate matter, was also considered, 
documented, and inventoried.  With respect to dispersion analysis of these 
pollutants, the FAA, USEPA, and IEPA collectively agree that given the 
absence of HAP emissions data and the limitation of HAP speciation profiles 
for commercial jet aircraft engines, an accurate emissions inventory (the first 
step in what would constitute a sound human health risk assessment) cannot 
be accomplished.  In addition, substantial material on HAPs is provided in 
Appendix I. 

D10 USEPA, in their Final EIS comment letter said, "Information was presented in 
the Final EIS to support the choice of 1990 as the worst case meteorological 
year for criteria pollutant dispersion modeling. Based on the information 
included in the Final EIS together with Illinois Environmental Protection 
Agency's (IEPA) involvement on this issue, we concur with your use of 1990 
as the worst-case meteorological conditions for the five year period under 
consideration for this project." 

D11 The emission inventories and dispersion modeling analysis in the EIS air 
quality assessment were prepared using the FAA’s Emissions and Dispersion 
Modeling System (EDMS-Version 4.12).  Use of this model is required by the 
FAA when evaluating airport-related emissions at civilian airports.  The 
modeling methodologies and the dispersion model to be used (including 
EDMS’s calm processing algorithms), were approved, as part of the air quality 
protocol, by IEPA and USEPA. No changes were made to the NWS 
meteorological databases (upper air and surface files) before entering the data 
into the dispersion model for analysis. 

D12 The version of the EDMS (Version 4.12) that was available at the time the 
analysis for performed and used to perform the OM air quality analysis does 
not have the capability to incorporate consideration of building downwash. 
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Comment Response 
D12 See the previous page for the response to this comment. 
D13 The FAA disagrees that the assumptions used to model the terminal area 

roadways (or any other sources in the study) are incomplete or suspect.  In 
addition to all of the documentation provided in Appendix J (Air Quality) of 
the EIS, all of the EDMS input and output files have been available for review 
and comment.  As AReCO was informed previously, the FAA has been 
proactive in making information available to the public through various 
means, including positing documents on a publicly accessible website and 
placing copies of key documents in local public libraries.  Further, as stated in 
our letters to Mr. Jack Saporito, the Executive Director of AReCO (April 25, 
2005 and May 24, 2005), all information that AReCO has requested has been 
available through these means.  Additionally, with transmittal of the FAA’s 
May 24, 2005 letter to AReCO were enclosed electronic media (a full set of 
DVDs), including the EDMS input files.  These EDMS input files, the files that 
specify the location of and method of modeling the terminal area roadways, 
have also been and are available on FAA’s website. 

As discussed in Appendix J (Air Quality, Sections J.1 (Air Quality Analysis 
Protocol - Criteria Air Pollutants) and J.2 (Technical Memorandum)) EDMS 
simulates aircraft emissions on taxiways, at the end of the active runways, 
and on the runways themselves, as a set of point sources along the line 
representing the taxiway and runway.  These aircraft emissions also include 
airborne emissions within the approach, takeoff, and climbout operation 
modes.  GSE emissions were simulated as a set of stationary point sources at 
each terminal apron area next to aircraft gate locations.  Emissions from motor 
vehicles on the on- and off-Airport roadways are modeled as individual line 
sources.  The motor vehicle emissions from terminal curbsides were modeled 
as line sources located next to the on-Airport roadways immediately in front 
of the various terminals.  All parking lots, including the passenger parking 
lots and the employee parking lots in the service areas were modeled as area 
sources.  Each level of each parking garage was modeled individually as an 
elevated area source (except for the ground level of each garage).  The heating 
and refrigeration plant stacks and training fires were modeled as point 
sources. 

D14 The EIS, the supplemental information provided by the FAA at publicly 
available locations, and publicly available information regarding the EDMS 
contain more than sufficient documentation to determine 1) the accuracy of 
the EDMS and 2) the methodologies/assumptions used in the analysis. The 
emission inventories and dispersion modeling analysis in the EIS air quality 
assessment were prepared using the FAA’s Emissions and Dispersion 
Modeling System (EDMS-Version 4.12).  Use of this model is required by the 
FAA when evaluating airport-related emissions at civilian airports. 

D15 The FAA disagrees that the air quality analysis failed to evaluate the 
difference in location of any of the airport-related sources with the OM 
improvements. 

D16, D17 See the following page for the response to these comments. 
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Comment Response 
D16 See responses to AReCO’s Appendix F comments. 
D17 EDMS simulates aircraft emissions on taxiways, at the end of the active 

runways, and on the runways themselves, as a set of point sources along the 
line representing the taxiway and runway.  These aircraft emissions also 
include airborne emissions within the approach, takeoff, and climbout 
operation modes.  The emission inventories and dispersion modeling 
analysis in the EIS air quality assessment were prepared using the FAA’s 
Emissions and Dispersion Modeling System (EDMS-Version 4.12).  Use of 
this model is required by the FAA when evaluating airport-related 
emissions at civilian airports. 

D18 EDMS simulates aircraft emissions on taxiways, at the end of the active 
runways, and on the runways themselves, as a set of point sources along the 
line representing the taxiway and runway.  These aircraft emissions also 
include airborne emissions within the approach, takeoff, and climbout 
operation modes. 

D19 The air pollutant sources were not “moved artificially”.  Each source 
(including runways and taxiways) was input into the model appropriately 
and each source is in the appropriate location within each evaluated 
scenario.  EDMS simulates aircraft emissions on taxiways, at the end of the 
active runways, and on the runways themselves, as a set of point sources 
along the line representing the taxiway and runway.  These aircraft 
emissions also include airborne emissions within the approach, takeoff, and 
climbout operation modes. 

D20 The air pollutant sources were modeled appropriately and each source was 
modeled in its appropriate location within each evaluated scenario.  EDMS 
simulates aircraft emissions on taxiways, at the end of the active runways, 
and on the runways themselves, as a set of point sources along the line 
representing the taxiway and runway.  These aircraft emissions also include 
airborne emissions within the approach, takeoff, and climbout operation 
modes. 

D21 The dispersion modeling analysis was supplemented by a post-processing 
methodology (a Microsoft Access database), consistent with industry 
practice.  This methodology was used to identify the concentrations for each 
pollutant, for each pollutant’s respective averaging time(s), at each of the 
receptors, for a source category (such as aircraft, motor vehicle, and 
construction) and the total Airport.  In short, the post-processing simply 
takes the modeling output and adds the concentrations from each 
individual source category modeled.  The modeling output, as determined 
by EDMS and its automated methods for determining concentration at all 
averaging periods were used. The emission inventories and dispersion 
modeling analysis in the EIS air quality assessment were prepared using the 
FAA’s Emissions and Dispersion Modeling System (EDMS-Version 4.12).  
Use of this model is required by the FAA when evaluating airport-related 
emissions at civilian airports. 
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Comment Response 
D22 A second level of analysis is not necessary to determine what source 

contributes the most to any of the reported values nor is it relevant to the 
analysis because the purpose of the analysis was not to identify specific 
sources, it was to evaluate whether or not air pollutant levels would exceed 
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards and whether or not emission 
totals of volatile organic compounds and nitrogen oxides were accounted 
for in the IEPA’s SIP.  There was no need to evaluate mitigation methods as 
such, because the modeling indicates that no National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards would be exceeded. 
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Comment Response 
D1-1 The emission inventories and dispersion modeling analysis in the EIS air 

quality assessment were prepared using the FAA’s Emissions and 
Dispersion Modeling System (EDMS-Version 4.12).  Use of the EDMS is 
required by the FAA when evaluating airport-related emissions at civilian 
airports.  The modeling methodologies, including the dispersion model, 
were approved, as part of the air quality protocol, by IEPA and USEPA.  
EDMS does incorporate a Gaussian plume model.  The commenter’s 
position related to calms is noted, however, FAA understands both the 
potentials and limitations of the model and believes that it is the best 
available tool for this purpose. 
 
In point of fact, as stated in Appendix W to Part 51, the Guideline on Air Quality 
Models (and cited by the commenter) “concentrations [using a Gaussian 
model] may become unrealistically large when wind speeds less than 1 m/s 
[meter per second] are input…”.   The Guideline on Air Quality Models further 
states “[h]ourly concentrations calculated with steady-state Gaussian plume 
models using calms must not be considered valid; the wind and 
concentration estimates for these hours must be disregarded and considered 
to be missing”.  These guidelines cited by the commenter regarding the 
methods used to provide average concentrations demonstrate that the air 
quality analysis was performed following approved procedures. 
 
Furthermore, contrary to the commenter’s supposition, the 1990 (the year of 
the 5 years evaluated resulting in the highest predicted pollutant 
concentrations) meteorological data shows that calm periods prevailed only 
approximately 2% of the time.  
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Comment Response 
D1-2 The background concentrations used in the OM air quality analysis were 

obtained from the IEPA and represent actual measured (recorded) levels of 
each air pollutant.  As such, the background concentrations include 
“residual” emissions.  Secondly, adding the background (maximum 
measured values) provides a further conservative estimate of the total 
concentration, because the actual background concentration is typically less 
than the maximum measured value. 
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Comment Response 
E1 The FAA disagrees that it is derelict in not including AReCO’s critique of 

the IEPA’s report entitled “Chicago O’Hare Airport Air Toxic Monitoring 
Program in the EIS.  The FAA notes the commenter’s reference to an AReCO 
critique of the IEPA study, and FAA believes that any response should come 
from IEPA.  The FAA assumes that Appendix K referred to by the 
commenter is Appendix K of their April 6, 2005 comments on the Draft EIS 
which was not resubmitted as a comment on the Final EIS.     
 

E2 Please see response to comment 16.  Additionally, while a human health risk 
assessment was provided in the LAX EIS, the assessment was provided 
because of State requirements mandating such coverage.  It should also be 
noted that air quality criteria for a variety of HAPs exist in California, but 
not in Illinois. 
 

E3 See the following page for the response to this comment. 
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Comment Response 
E3 Please see response to comment 15. 
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Comment Response 
Appendix F/H As noted in previous responses, the emission inventories and 

dispersion modeling analysis in the EIS air quality assessment were 
prepared using the FAA’s Emissions and Dispersion Modeling System 
(EDMS-Version 4.12).  Use of this model is required by the FAA when 
evaluating airport-related emissions at civilian airports and military air 
bases.  The model was developed by the FAA in cooperation with the 
United States Air Force. The modeling methodologies, including the 
dispersion model to be used, were approved, as part of the air quality 
protocol, by IEPA and USEPA. 
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Comment Response 
I1 FAA respectfully disagrees with the comment.  Consistent with professional 

practice, the FAA believes it is not practical to perform ozone-related 
computer modeling for an individual project such as the improvements at 
O’Hare.  Specifically, models used to perform ozone analysis (e.g., USEPA’s 
Urban Airshed Model) are not structured to evaluate localized impacts from 
individual projects. 

I2 The FAA requires the use of EDMS when performing air quality analysis for 
aviation sources.  The USEPA also recommends EDMS for air quality 
assessments of primary pollutant impacts at airports. 

I3 The user’s guide for the Comprehensive Air Quality Model with extensions 
(CAMx) states that the model provides an assessment of gaseous air 
pollutant over many scales 
(http://www.camx.com/files/CAMx.User.Guide.v4.10.August2004.pdf).  The 
user’s guide further recommends that the smallest of the scales modeled 
should be urban.  When discussing the concept of scales with respect to air 
pollutants, “scale” refers to the physical dimension of an air parcel.  Urban 
scales represent an overall, citywide air parcel (Title 40, Chapter I, Part 58 – 
Ambient Air Quality Surveillance). 
 
The USEPA believes that photochemical grid models are not sufficient to 
assess incremental changes in area wide ozone concentrations from 
emission changes at a single or group of small sources.  O’Hare-related 
emissions of volatile organic compounds and nitrogen oxides would be 
considered a small source because the total airport-related emissions 
represent less than 1 and 4 percent, respectively, of the total emissions 
within the Chicago non-attainment area.   Notably, these percentages reflect 
the total predicted emissions due to the operation of O’Hare (not project-
related emissions).  When considering just the predicted change in 
emissions due to the OM (the project-related emissions), the emissions 
would represent approximately 0.03 and 0.05 percent of the total emissions 
within the Chicago non-attainment area.  Notably, emission changes must 
amount to some significant fraction of an area’s emissions (which the 
project-related emissions do not) before modeling results can be interpreted 
with sufficient confidence that the results are not lost in the “noise” of the 
model and/or the input data 
(http://envinfo.com/caain/nonattainment/sec182f.html).     
 

I4 The IEPA used the Urban Airshed Model (UAM) to simulate conditions (all 
emissions from all sources) on an urban scale (for the entire Chicago non-
attainment area).  As noted in response to comment I1 above, it is not 
practical to perform ozone-related computer modeling for an individual 
project such as the improvements at O’Hare.  Models used to perform ozone 
analysis (e.g., USEPA’s UAM) are not structured to evaluate localized 
impacts from individual projects. 
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Comment Response 
I5 The USEPA believes that photochemical grid models are not sufficient to 

assess incremental changes in area wide ozone concentrations from 
emission changes at a single or group of small sources.  A review of the 
USEPA’s proposed rule (Federal Register: July 11, 2001 (Volume 66, Number 
133) to approve the Illinois SIP that included the additional point source 
emissions from power plants (the new permitted combustion turbine 
generators) indicates that the generators would emit an additional 18.499 
tons per day of nitrogen oxides and 0.924 tons per day of volatile organic 
compounds.  As shown in Table 5-19 of the Final General Conformity 
Determination (Appendix J – Attachment J-2, Page 96 of the EIS), OM-
related emissions of nitrogen oxides and volatile organic compounds are 
projected to be 0.30 and 0.18 tons per day, respectively, in the year 2007 (the 
mandated attainment year for the one-hour ozone standard and for the 
applicable SIP).  Notably, the OM-related emission totals are much less than 
those that were proposed for the generators (approximately 2 and 19 percent 
of the generator-related emissions).  If the modeled results for the generators 
indicated that ozone levels would “change” from 1 to 3 parts-per-billion 
(ppb) with the additional emissions, then the results of any ozone modeling 
to assess the OM (if it were performed) would be far less (a maximum 
change of 0.6 ppb (assuming the maximum change for the generators of 3 
ppb and the maximum percent of OM-related emissions to the generator 
emissions (19 percent)). 
 

I6 FAA disagrees that O’Hare-related emissions would have a significant effect 
on ozone in the area and that the effect of the OM-related emissions could 
be modeled in a meaningful way.  First, the IEPA is charged with protecting 
air quality conditions within the Chicago non-attainment area.  To assess the 
OM with respect to air quality, the FAA worked closely with the IEPA (and 
the USEPA) to 1) prepare an air quality assessment protocol and 2) to 
prepare a General Conformity Determination (the purpose of which is to 
assess the impact of a proposed project on the pollutants for which an area is 
designated non-attainment).  Based on the evaluation performed for the 
Final General Conformity Determination, the FAA has determined that 
O’Hare-related and OM-related emissions of nitrogen oxides and volatile 
organic compounds can be reasonably be accounted for in the IEPA’s 
established emission totals.  As such, O’Hare-related emissions would not 
have a significant effect on ozone levels within the airshed.  Second, the 
FAA concurs with the USEPA that photochemical grid models are not 
sufficient to assess incremental changes in area wide ozone concentrations 
from emission changes at a single or group of small sources.     
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Comment Response 
Appendix X The FAA formally responded to this letter from Mr. Saporito on 

September 2, 2005.  As the FAA letter noted, “[t]he impact of fuel prices 
is just one factor that affects forecast of aviation demand.  In the case of 
Chicago, [FAA] analysis indicates that the major factor affecting aviation 
demand is the growth of the local Chicago economy.” 
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Comment Response 
Appendix Y FAA disagrees with the commenter’s assertions.  Specifically, FAA’s 

First Order Approximation (FOA) methodology is the only accepted tool 
in existence today that enables estimation of PM emissions from 
commercial jet aircraft engines.  The FOA is a conservative 
approximation methodology (i.e., over predicts PM emissions) that 
serves an interim purpose until such time that sufficient measured data 
are available for representative aircraft engines.  In addition, FAA is 
working to further improve the accuracy and reliability of the FOA 
methodology in the near-term, and the FAA is committed to actively 
pursuing and sponsoring PM measurement campaigns using existing 
modern aircraft engines.  Along with partners such as NASA and the 
universities of Missouri Rolla and Central Florida, the FAA has several 
PM measurement campaigns underway this year, with plans to add 
more in the future, as opportunities arise and funding permits.  Each 
initiative is resource-intensive, and will take time to assemble a fully 
verified data set of PM emission indices for enough aircraft engines to 
represent the current fleet. 
 
FAA’s FOA has been scrutinized by over 70 reviewers from academia, 
industry, and government, including the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA).  In fact, the EPA stated in a letter to the FAA dated 21 
July 2005 that “We believe it is an important step in the right direction.”  
Furthermore, the FOA has been evaluated and accepted by the Working 
Group 3 of the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) 
Committee on Aviation Environmental Protection as an interim method 
to estimate aircraft particulate matter (PM) emissions. 
 
Continued on the following page. 
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Comment Response 
Appendix Y 
continued 

The commenter appears to make a number of broad, unjustified statements 
that do not conform with respect to the science supporting the FOA as well 
as to the purpose for and applicability of the FOA methodology.  For 
instance, the commenter continually points out that the FAA is not 
capturing PM mass from measurement of the smoke number.  This is true, 
but what the commenter seems to overlook is that the FOA methodology is 
based on a correlation to mass, rather than a direct measurement of 
particulate mass itself.  In fact, to-date there is no internationally agreed 
protocol for the measurement of PM emissions from aircraft engines.  Even 
in the absence of such a measurement protocol, the commenter suggests that 
the FOA methodology is “flawed” because it is based on a correlation to the 
“archaic smoke number.”  It is for this very reason that the FAA assessed the 
FOA’s accuracy against recent, actual non-volatile PM emissions data from 
the German Aerospace Center (DLR) and Dr. Phil Whitefield of the 
University of Missouri at Rolla (head for the Congressionally-appropriated 
Center of Excellence for Aerospace Particulate Emissions Reduction 
Research).  The confidence and predictive limits of FOA were calculated to 
be within 99 percent, which is a strong correlation with data from the newer 
aircraft engines. 
 
The commenter includes unsubstantiated claims in his evaluation.  The 
statement of a 10:1 error is an unsubstantiated guess by the commenter, later 
admitted so by the commenter at the end of the paper.  There is no 
justification for this statement and the FAA simply notes this aspect of the 
comment. 
 
At the heart of the commenter’s argument to discredit the FOA 
methodology is the inability of filter media used in the smoke number test 
to exactly capture PM with an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 micrometers, 
nothing more and nothing less.  This seems to be a shared frustration, 
worldwide, since natural forces do not allow airborne PM behavior to be 
uniform regardless of aerodynamic diameter.  The commenter’s analysis did 
recognize the filter media’s poor PM collection efficiencies for particles less 
than 1.0 micrometer.  At these very small sizes, the motion of particles are 
typically governed by random molecular (Brownian) motion.   
 
As a related matter, FAA notes that these same comments were raised by 
AReCO in its letter of September 2, 2004 to the Administrator of the USEPA.  
In USEPA’s response letter to AReCO dated September 22, 2005, USEPA 
confirmed that FAA’s FOA is reasonable for use at this time. 
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Comment Response 
Appendix Z Please see response to comment 14. 
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Comment Response 
Attachment 5 
to Karaganis-Cohn 

The Karaganis White and Magel letters dated June 23, 2005, 
November 19, 2003, February 26, 2004, and June 22, 2005  were 
submitted in this order as an attachment to the September 6, 2005 
comments filed by Karaganis and Cohn on the FEIS. 
 
In regard to these broad FOIA requests, the FAA refers the 
commenter to Section 8.1 of the ROD.  As noted in Section 8.1, 
beginning in December 2003 the FAA began the process of 
providing and/or making available over 15,000 documents 
(comprising over 8 million pages) for a fee of $3,000. 
 
FAA has responded to the November 19, 2003 and the February 
26, 2004 FOIA requests in a letter dated April 29, 2005.  This FOIA 
response has been administratively appealed.   
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Comment Response 
Attachment 6 
to Karaganis-Cohn 

The Karaganis White and Magel letter dated August 5, 2005 was 
submitted as an attachment to the September 6, 2005 comments 
filed by Karaganis and Cohn on the FEIS. 
 
In regard to these broad FOIA requests, the FAA refers the 
commenter to Section 8.1 of the ROD. 
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Comment Response 
Attachment 7 
to Karaganis-Cohn 

The Karaganis White and Magel letter dated August 26, 2005 
was submitted as an attachment to the September 6, 2005 
comments filed by Karaganis and Cohn on the FEIS.  To the 
extent that the commenter presents new issues, these matters are 
addressed in the Record of Decision. 
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Comment Response 
Attachment 8 
to Karaganis-Cohn 

Filed as attachment to Karaganis-Cohn’s September 6, 2005 
comments on FEIS. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA notes the opinions of the commenter with regard to the City of 

Chicago.  The FAA notes that a summary of the cost of the proposed project 
is contained in Section 1.7 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) including the cost breakdown of the approximately $14.2 billion 
project. 
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Comment Response 
2 The commenter’s opinion is noted.   The FAA notes the commenter’s 

inclusion of a legal complaint (and other filing documents) against the City 
of Chicago.  FAA has refrained from commenting on this complaint as the 
FAA is not a named party, and FAA is not aware of the filing status of the 
complaint. 
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Comment Response 
1 In fact, the FAA did consider and review the AReCO appendices in concert 

with the generation of the response to the comments contained in the main 
text of AReCO’s April 6,2005 letter of comments on the Draft EIS.  As 
AReCO notes, the main text of that letter did reference some of the 
appendices that were attached, however, the majority of the appendices 
submitted to that letter appeared to be backup material for the comments 
contained in the text of the letter.  As stated in the AReCO quotation from 
their April 6 letter, “Reference Appendices D, D1, and E for all comments in 
this category,” the FAA understood that comments made by AReCO used 
the text within said appendices as reference material.  When the subject 
matter of the appendices did, in fact, differ from comments within the letter, 
the FAA responded to them in the Final EIS.  Nonetheless, the FAA has 
responded to these resubmitted appendices herein.   
 

2 For detailed information regarding the mitigation commitments, including 
the cost associated with mitigation, where it can be known at this time, see 
Section 9 of this Record of Decision. 
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Comment Response 
3 The FAA disagrees with the commenter’ opinion with regard to the 

alternatives analysis.  The FAA provided a substantial analysis of non-
aviation alternatives, such as the use of other modes of travel and 
communication, however, those alternatives were found to not meet the 
purpose and need. 

4 The FAA disagrees with the commenter’s assertion.  
5 The FAA respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that the 

FAA’s website cannot be accessed and that help was not provided by the 
FAA to those individuals that requested it.  The FAA responded to all 
requests for assistance for access to the website from homes and businesses.  
The FAA cannot control if an entity chooses not to modify its internet 
settings to allow automatic detection of settings and allow active FTP access.  
FAA staff has verified website access from libraries, FedEx/Kinko’s 
locations, and their own homes.  The FAA also provided AReCO with 
electronic media of the air quality data posted to the FAA’s website on May 
24, 2005.   
 
The FAA respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that “it was 
an intended purpose to exclude the large majority of Chicagoands [sic]…”  
The FAA held hearings at three locations surrounding the airport.  The 
nearest location to Chicago was held at the White Eagle Banquets & 
Restaurant that is located at 6839 North Milwaukee Avenue in Niles, 
Illinois, less than one mile north of the border of Chicago.  The notice for the 
public hearings was also published in the following papers with Chicago 
distribution: Chicago Tribune, Chicago Sun Times, and Daily Southtown. 
 
The FAA respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that the 
“FAA only supplied one copy of the EIS documents to the Harold 
Washington Library downtown and none to other area libraries.”   The FAA 
sent a copy to the Harold Washington Library as it is the repository for all 
government publications for the Chicago Public Library System.  The FAA 
also sent copies of the EIS to 32 other suburban libraries where no suburban 
library card is needed by a Chicago resident to view the documents.  FAA 
did provide AReCO with an electronic copy of the Final EIS.   

6 The EIS addresses the entire O’Hare environment, including locations 
employees work (such as terminal curb fronts and parking lots).  The FAA 
does not agree that “OHSA must be brought in” as a cooperating agency.  

7 The EIS addresses the entire O’Hare environment, including locations 
utilized by passengers (such as terminal curb fronts and parking lots).  FAA 
is authorized to protect the health and safety of passengers.  The regulations 
by which the FAA protects the health and safety of passengers are contained 
in 49 USC 40101D and 49 USC 44701A.  FAA also promulgated 
specifications for air quality in commercial aircraft.   
 
Continued on the following page. 
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Comment Response 
7 
continued 

These specifications are detailed in Federal Aviation Regulations (FARs): 14 
CFR 21, 14 CFR 25, 14 CFR 121, and 14 CFR 125).  The regulations address 
ozone, carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide, ventilation, and cabin pressure.  
The regulations in 14 CFR 25 are airworthiness standards for commercial 
aircraft and are intended as design specifications for aircraft that are subject 
to certification under 14 CFR 21.  By contrast, 14 CFR 121 is intended as an 
operational standard and applies to domestic, foreign, and supplemental air 
carriers.  Regulations similar to the U.S. regulations established by FAA are 
applied to European aircraft by the European Joint Airworthiness Authority 
(JAA) and are termed Joint Aviation Regulations. 
 

8 Please see the response to AReCO Appendix X. 
9 The FAA disagrees with the commenter’s assertions concerning surface 

transportation impacts.  FAA’s EIS describes surface transportation impacts 
in Section 5.3 of the EIS, and appropriate mitigation for project related 
impacts is described in Section 9.2 of the ROD.  In addition, the FAA 
disagrees with the commenter’s statements regarding the “project 
justification.”  The FAA directs the commenter to Chapter 2 of the EIS where 
FAA outlines the project justification that extends beyond aircraft delay. 
 

10 FAA respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s implication that multi-
family dwellings will not receive noise mitigation.  In point of fact, Section 
9.1 of the ROD indicates that newly impacted multi-family dwellings will 
receive sound insulation.   
 

11 The FAA disagrees with the commenter’s assertions regarding the manner 
in which the air quality assessment is to be conducted.  In point of fact, 
FAA’s no action scenario did utilize an operations capped at present levels 
as a part of the air quality assessment.  The FAA evaluated future air quality 
impacts out to Build Out +5 consistent with its determination that this time 
horizon represented the reasonable foreseeable future for this EIS.  The FAA 
is required to do impact out to the reasonably foreseeable future.   
 

12 The FAA has responded to all of AReCO’s previous requests.  As AReCO 
was informed, the FAA has been proactive in making available to the public 
through various means; including posting documents on a publicly 
accessible website and placing copies of key documents in local public 
libraries.  As stated in our letters to Mr. Jack Saporito, the Executive Director 
of AReCO (April 25, 2005 and May 24, 2005), the information requested has 
been available through these means.  Additionally, with transmittal of the 
FAA’s May 24, 2005 letter to AReCO were enclosed electronic media (a full 
set of DVDs), including EDMS input files.  These EDMS input files, the files 
that specify the aircraft altitude used to assess the OMP improvements, have 
 
Continued on the following page. 
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also been and are available on FAA’s website.  As further stated in our April 
25, 2005 letter to Mr. Saporito, the EDMS model has been and remains 
commercially available at the following website: 
http://www.aee.faa.gov/emissions/edms/edmshome.htm. 
 
Comments regarding differences between the IEPA and DEIS inventories 
were addressed in a letter from FAA to AReCO dated April 25, 2005; this 
letter can be found response to comments in the Final EIS, see page U.4-825.  
 
Finally, FAA’s inventories and macroscale dispersion analysis include 
contributions from all ground level sources and from airborne aircraft 
arriving and departing O’Hare up to an altitude of 2,510 feet.  Aircraft-
related emissions above this altitude would have no discernible impact on 
ground level pollutant levels (see Section 5.6.1.6 of the Final EIS).  Aircraft 
emissions from all four operating modes: idling, approach, takeoff, and 
climbout, were accounted for in the emissions inventory and dispersion 
modeling analysis.  Additionally, numerous other “above-ground” emission 
sources, such as stationary sources, were accounted for in the emissions 
inventory and dispersion modeling analysis. Thus, the dispersion modeling 
was performed for ground level and above-ground level emissions from 
aircraft and other airport-related sources. 

13 With regard to the FAA’s FOA, the FAA has responded to AReCO’s 
comments on the FOA in a detailed response to AReCO’s Appendix Y of 
this letter. 

While the total concentration of particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in size 
(PM2.5) is 90 percent or more of the NAAQS, it is important to note that 1) 
the air pollutant PM2.5 was not part of the original protocol, 2) all reported 
levels are overwhelmingly dominated by the background concentration that 
was provided by the IEPA), and 3) the year 1990, the year used in the 
analysis, has been previously shown to be the worst-case met data year for 
all other pollutants and all other averaging periods.  In other words, the 
OMP-related contribution to the total concentration of PM2.5 is so small that 
OMP-related emissions would have to increased tremendously (which they 
don’t) to affect any change in the reported concentrations. 

With respect to the worst-case meteorological data: USEPA in its Final EIS 
comment letter raised no objection to FAA’s approach.  Rather, USEPA’s 
letter said: "Information was presented in the Final EIS to support the choice 
of 1990 as the worst case meteorological year for criteria pollutant 
dispersion modeling. Based on the information included in the Final EIS 
together with Illinois Environmental Protection Agency's (IEPA) 
involvement on this issue, we concur with your use of 1990 as the worst-
case meteorological conditions for the five year period under consideration 
for this project." 
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Comment Response 
13 See the previous page for the response to this comment. 
14 First, mercury emissions from aircraft were assumed to be insignificant in 

the EIS, because measured mercury levels in jet fuel, as reported by 
Shumway, are below the detection limit of 1 ppb.  Second, the commenter 
simply uses the wrong assumption when estimating mercury emissions 
from aircraft.  The commenter erroneously relies on a USEPA mercury 
emission factor reported for stationary turbines which burn number 2 
distillate fuel oil instead of jet fuel.  Number 2 distillate fuel oil is a heavier 
fraction of petroleum than is jet fuel, and measured mercury levels in fuel 
oil are as high as 26 to 31 ppb.  Thus mercury emissions from aircraft that 
burn jet fuel would have to be lower than the emissions from stationary 
turbines that burn number 2 distillate oil. 
 
Of note, mercury emissions from GSE, motor vehicles, and stationary 
sources such as the heating and refrigeration plant were included in the 
analysis based on available published emission factors and documented 
within the EIS and its supporting documentation. Of the 188 air pollutants 
identified by the USEPA as being hazardous, 65 were identified in the EIS as 
having the potential to be emitted by sources operating at and in the vicinity 
of O’Hare (including mercury emissions). 
 

15 The FAA disagrees with the comment because the comment does not 
adequately consider the physical properties of propylene glycol, the 
component of de-icing fluid that is toxic.  When compared to water, the 
other component of de-icing fluid, propylene glycol has a much lower 
tendency to evaporate.  Its boiling point is 370 degrees Fahrenheit as 
compared to 212 degrees for water.  In addition, the vapor pressure of 
propylene glycol is much lower than water, where at 25 degrees centigrade 
the vapor pressure of propylene glycol is about 0.1 mm Hg, and for water 
the vapor pressure is 24 mm Hg.  Consequently the rate of evaporation of 
propylene glycol would be extremely small as compared to water. 
 
Although the de-icing liquid may be heated before applying it to aircraft, 
the maximum temperature would be well below the boiling point of 
propylene glycol.  In addition, the temperature of the de-icing liquid would 
rapidly drop as it is applied to aircraft surfaces that are near or below 
freezing.  Consequently, there would be little or no evaporation of 
propylene glycol from de-icing operations. 
 
Continued on the following page. 
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The Material Safety Data Sheet (MSDS) for de-icing fluid, which is required 
to identify the hazardous components, does not report other toxic 
contaminants in the fluid.  If any are present they would be at trace levels.  
Consequently evaporative emissions of other contaminants would be 
extremely small. 
 
Lastly, the air quality analysis that was performed to assess the OM was 
performed in close coordination and was reviewed by both the USEPA and 
the IEPA.  The methodologies used to perform the analysis were discussed 
extensively with both agencies, and an agreed upon air quality analysis 
protocol was thereafter developed (see Appendix J.1 Air Quality Analysis 
Protocol – Criteria Air Pollutants of the Final EIS).  This protocol includes 
detailed information of receptor placement, meteorological data to be used, 
and emission sources to be included in the analysis.  In this regard, de-icing 
was considered an insignificant emission source with the O’Hare Title V 
Operating Permit, and thus, not included in the OM EIS analysis. 
 

16 The FAA considered this issue throughout the EIS process and fully 
responded to this same comment on the DEIS (see page U.4-310 of the Final 
EIS).  The FAA developed the HAPs Protocol for the EIS in coordination 
with USEPA and IEPA.  While the effects on human health from HAPs were 
raised in Scoping, the FAA, USEPA, and IEPA concur that at this time it is 
not appropriate to conduct a human health risk assessment for the HAPs 
discussed in Appendix I of the Final EIS, and that the influence of the 
proposed airport development on the health of those living in the vicinity of 
O’Hare cannot currently be quantified in a meaningful way.  Collectively, 
the agencies believe that the use of existing human health risk assessment 
protocols would not be scientifically sound nor defensible given the 
limitations of the existing modeling tools and critical input data.  
Specifically, the computer models typically used in human health risk 
assessment protocols are unable to accurately represent chemical reactivity 
during transport of airborne pollutants, and the assumptions prescribed for 
HAPs exposure from stationary sources are not directly transferable to 
mobile sources.  Furthermore, critical data concerning the absence of HAP 
emissions data and the limitations of HAP speciation profiles for all types of 
aircraft engines (i.e., commercial jets, military, general aviation, and air taxi) 
do not exist.  
 

17 The FAA responded to this same comment on the DEIS (see page U.4-311 of 
the Final EIS).  Based on consultation with Federal and State wildlife 
officials, the FAA concludes that all appropriate project-related impacts on 
birds and other wildlife within the project study area have been adequately 
presented within the EIS.  
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Comment Response 
D1 The FAA disagrees with the commenter’s assertion concerning “flaws and 

deficiencies” in the air quality evaluation of the OM.  Further, the results of 
the analysis, predicted in areas where the public and others could 
conceivably be exposed to elevated levels of air pollutants at the 
corresponding averaging periods, indicate that the airport improvements 
would not cause or contribute to any new violations of any of the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards, nor would improvements at O’Hare cause 
any delays in attainment of the air quality goals set forth in the applicable 
SIP. 
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Comment Response 
D2 The air quality analysis that was performed to assess the OM was 

performed in close coordination and was reviewed by both the USEPA and 
the IEPA.  The methodologies used to perform the analysis were discussed 
with both agencies and an agreed upon air quality analysis protocol was 
developed (see Appendix J.1 Air Quality Analysis Protocol – Criteria Air 
Pollutants of the Final EIS).  This protocol includes detailed information of 
receptor placement and meteorological data to be used in the analysis. 
 

D3 The OM-related emission inventories and dispersion analysis were 
prepared/performed using the EDMS (use of the model was discussed with 
the USEPA and IEPA).  EDMS contains algorithms that simulate point, line, 
and area (volume) sources of air pollutants.  AReCO’s comment erroneously 
states that “…emissions from planes using a given runway will be summed 
over each hour, then averaged to an emission rate of, say X grams per 
second by dividing the sum by 60.”  In point of fact, EDMS sums (for 
emission inventory purposes) and simulates (for dispersion purposes) 
aircraft-related emissions for each individual hour of each day of a 
simulated year. 

D4 The following describes how EDMS assigns and models the various sources.  
Aircraft emissions occur on the taxiways, at the end of the active runways, 
and on the runways themselves, as a set of point sources along the line 
representing the taxiway and runway.  These aircraft emissions also include 
airborne emissions within the approach, takeoff, and climbout operation 
modes.  GSE emissions were simulated as a set of stationary point sources at 
each terminal apron area next to aircraft gate locations.  Emissions from 
motor vehicles on the on- and off-Airport roadways were modeled as 
individual line sources.  The motor vehicle emissions from terminal 
curbsides were modeled as line sources located next to the on-Airport 
roadways immediately in front of the various terminals.  All parking lots, 
including the Passenger Parking Lots and the Employee Parking Lots in the 
service areas were modeled as area sources.  Each level of parking garages 
was modeled individually as an elevated area source.  The Heating and 
Refrigeration Plant stacks and training fires were modeled as point sources. 
 
The emission inventories and dispersion modeling analysis in the EIS air 
quality assessment were prepared using the FAA’s Emissions and 
Dispersion Modeling System (EDMS-Version 4.12).  Use of the EDMS is 
required by the FAA when evaluating airport-related emissions at civilian 
airports.  The modeling methodologies, including the dispersion model to 
be used, were approved, as part of the air quality protocol, by IEPA and 
USEPA.  The EDMS incorporates approved methodologies for 
characterizing the emissions and dispersion of air pollutants from point 
(stationary), area (parking lots), and line sources.   
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Comment Response 
D5 The emission inventories and dispersion modeling analysis in the EIS air 

quality assessment were prepared using the FAA’s Emissions and 
Dispersion Modeling System (EDMS-Version 4.12).  Use of this model is 
required by the FAA when evaluating airport-related emissions at civilian 
airports.  The modeling methodologies, including the dispersion model to 
be used, were approved, as part of the air quality protocol, by IEPA and 
USEPA. 
 
The dispersion modeling analysis was supplemented by a post-processing 
methodology (a Microsoft Access database) that is consistent with industry 
practice.  This methodology was used to identify the concentrations for each 
pollutant, for each pollutant’s respective averaging time(s), at each of the 
receptors, for a source category (such as aircraft, motor vehicle, and 
construction) and the total Airport.  In short, the post-processing takes the 
modeling output and adds the concentrations from each individual source 
category modeled.  The concentrations at each receptor in the modeling 
network are needed to present a complete spatial picture of air quality 
impacts at each modeled location.   
 

D6 The FAA disagrees that the air quality analysis fails to adequately 
characterize any of the O’Hare-related emission sources or emission source 
quantities.  Further, because the analysis was performed using various 
assumptions that would produce conservatively high results, the FAA 
disagrees that the emission source quantities are understated.  All 
significant airport-related sources were included in the OM evaluation.  
Finally, because the study area extended beyond the airport property line, 
non-airport-related sources were also evaluated.  Finally, the emission 
sources included in the analysis were approved, as part of the air quality 
protocol, by IEPA and USEPA. 
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Comment Response 
D7 The pollutant concentrations presented in the Draft EIS and Final EIS are 

representative of the greatest estimated levels of pollutant concentrations 
(levels would decrease farther away from the airport property line).  The 
results of the analysis indicated that at the property line, pollutant levels 
would be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards.  As such, 
pollutant concentrations attributable to the Airport and beyond the property 
line would also be below the standards.  Notably, the results of the analysis 
can be considered conservative because they are based on conservative 
assumptions including background concentrations that are representative of 
the highest measured levels in the Chicago area (levels are likely lower in 
the vicinity of the O’Hare). The methodologies used to perform the analysis 
were discussed with both agencies and an agreed upon air quality analysis 
protocol was developed (see Appendix J.1 Air Quality Analysis Protocol – 
Criteria Air Pollutants of the Final EIS).  This protocol includes detailed 
information on receptor placement and meteorological data to be used in the 
analysis.  
 

D8 See the following page for the response to this comment. 
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Comment Response 
D8 The mechanical ventilation systems in buildings re-circulate most 

(approximately 90 percent) of the indoor air with the balance (approximately 
10 percent) coming from outdoors.  This fact, in combination with the series of 
particulate traps, filters and moisture condensers that make up a ventilation 
system, results in levels of indoor air contaminants that are typically reduced 
over outdoor levels of the same pollutants.  Buildings such as offices and 
hotels are also typically kept under a slight positive pressure so that outdoor 
air does not drift in through open doors, windows and other appurtenances.  
The methodologies used to perform the analysis were discussed with both 
USEPA and IEPA and an agreed upon air quality analysis protocol was 
developed (see Appendix J.1 Air Quality Analysis Protocol – Criteria Air 
Pollutants of the Final EIS).  This protocol includes detailed information of 
receptor placement and meteorological data to be used in the analysis. 

D9 The FAA disagrees that limited hazardous air pollutants were considered, 
documented, and inventoried.  Of the 188 air pollutants identified by the 
USEPA as being hazardous, 65 were identified in the EIS as having the 
potential to be emitted by sources operating at and in the vicinity of O’Hare.  
One additional pollutant, diesel particulate matter, was also considered, 
documented, and inventoried.  With respect to dispersion analysis of these 
pollutants, the FAA, USEPA, and IEPA collectively agree that given the 
absence of HAP emissions data and the limitation of HAP speciation profiles 
for commercial jet aircraft engines, an accurate emissions inventory (the first 
step in what would constitute a sound human health risk assessment) cannot 
be accomplished.  In addition, substantial material on HAPs is provided in 
Appendix I. 

D10 USEPA, in their Final EIS comment letter said, "Information was presented in 
the Final EIS to support the choice of 1990 as the worst case meteorological 
year for criteria pollutant dispersion modeling. Based on the information 
included in the Final EIS together with Illinois Environmental Protection 
Agency's (IEPA) involvement on this issue, we concur with your use of 1990 
as the worst-case meteorological conditions for the five year period under 
consideration for this project." 

D11 The emission inventories and dispersion modeling analysis in the EIS air 
quality assessment were prepared using the FAA’s Emissions and Dispersion 
Modeling System (EDMS-Version 4.12).  Use of this model is required by the 
FAA when evaluating airport-related emissions at civilian airports.  The 
modeling methodologies and the dispersion model to be used (including 
EDMS’s calm processing algorithms), were approved, as part of the air quality 
protocol, by IEPA and USEPA. No changes were made to the NWS 
meteorological databases (upper air and surface files) before entering the data 
into the dispersion model for analysis. 

D12 The version of the EDMS (Version 4.12) that was available at the time the 
analysis for performed and used to perform the OM air quality analysis does 
not have the capability to incorporate consideration of building downwash. 
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Comment Response 
D12 See the previous page for the response to this comment. 
D13 The FAA disagrees that the assumptions used to model the terminal area 

roadways (or any other sources in the study) are incomplete or suspect.  In 
addition to all of the documentation provided in Appendix J (Air Quality) of 
the EIS, all of the EDMS input and output files have been available for review 
and comment.  As AReCO was informed previously, the FAA has been 
proactive in making information available to the public through various 
means, including positing documents on a publicly accessible website and 
placing copies of key documents in local public libraries.  Further, as stated in 
our letters to Mr. Jack Saporito, the Executive Director of AReCO (April 25, 
2005 and May 24, 2005), all information that AReCO has requested has been 
available through these means.  Additionally, with transmittal of the FAA’s 
May 24, 2005 letter to AReCO were enclosed electronic media (a full set of 
DVDs), including the EDMS input files.  These EDMS input files, the files that 
specify the location of and method of modeling the terminal area roadways, 
have also been and are available on FAA’s website. 

As discussed in Appendix J (Air Quality, Sections J.1 (Air Quality Analysis 
Protocol - Criteria Air Pollutants) and J.2 (Technical Memorandum)) EDMS 
simulates aircraft emissions on taxiways, at the end of the active runways, 
and on the runways themselves, as a set of point sources along the line 
representing the taxiway and runway.  These aircraft emissions also include 
airborne emissions within the approach, takeoff, and climbout operation 
modes.  GSE emissions were simulated as a set of stationary point sources at 
each terminal apron area next to aircraft gate locations.  Emissions from motor 
vehicles on the on- and off-Airport roadways are modeled as individual line 
sources.  The motor vehicle emissions from terminal curbsides were modeled 
as line sources located next to the on-Airport roadways immediately in front 
of the various terminals.  All parking lots, including the passenger parking 
lots and the employee parking lots in the service areas were modeled as area 
sources.  Each level of each parking garage was modeled individually as an 
elevated area source (except for the ground level of each garage).  The heating 
and refrigeration plant stacks and training fires were modeled as point 
sources. 

D14 The EIS, the supplemental information provided by the FAA at publicly 
available locations, and publicly available information regarding the EDMS 
contain more than sufficient documentation to determine 1) the accuracy of 
the EDMS and 2) the methodologies/assumptions used in the analysis. The 
emission inventories and dispersion modeling analysis in the EIS air quality 
assessment were prepared using the FAA’s Emissions and Dispersion 
Modeling System (EDMS-Version 4.12).  Use of this model is required by the 
FAA when evaluating airport-related emissions at civilian airports. 

D15 The FAA disagrees that the air quality analysis failed to evaluate the 
difference in location of any of the airport-related sources with the OM 
improvements. 

D16, D17 See the following page for the response to these comments. 
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Comment Response 
D16 See responses to AReCO’s Appendix F comments. 
D17 EDMS simulates aircraft emissions on taxiways, at the end of the active 

runways, and on the runways themselves, as a set of point sources along the 
line representing the taxiway and runway.  These aircraft emissions also 
include airborne emissions within the approach, takeoff, and climbout 
operation modes.  The emission inventories and dispersion modeling 
analysis in the EIS air quality assessment were prepared using the FAA’s 
Emissions and Dispersion Modeling System (EDMS-Version 4.12).  Use of 
this model is required by the FAA when evaluating airport-related 
emissions at civilian airports. 

D18 EDMS simulates aircraft emissions on taxiways, at the end of the active 
runways, and on the runways themselves, as a set of point sources along the 
line representing the taxiway and runway.  These aircraft emissions also 
include airborne emissions within the approach, takeoff, and climbout 
operation modes. 

D19 The air pollutant sources were not “moved artificially”.  Each source 
(including runways and taxiways) was input into the model appropriately 
and each source is in the appropriate location within each evaluated 
scenario.  EDMS simulates aircraft emissions on taxiways, at the end of the 
active runways, and on the runways themselves, as a set of point sources 
along the line representing the taxiway and runway.  These aircraft 
emissions also include airborne emissions within the approach, takeoff, and 
climbout operation modes. 

D20 The air pollutant sources were modeled appropriately and each source was 
modeled in its appropriate location within each evaluated scenario.  EDMS 
simulates aircraft emissions on taxiways, at the end of the active runways, 
and on the runways themselves, as a set of point sources along the line 
representing the taxiway and runway.  These aircraft emissions also include 
airborne emissions within the approach, takeoff, and climbout operation 
modes. 

D21 The dispersion modeling analysis was supplemented by a post-processing 
methodology (a Microsoft Access database), consistent with industry 
practice.  This methodology was used to identify the concentrations for each 
pollutant, for each pollutant’s respective averaging time(s), at each of the 
receptors, for a source category (such as aircraft, motor vehicle, and 
construction) and the total Airport.  In short, the post-processing simply 
takes the modeling output and adds the concentrations from each 
individual source category modeled.  The modeling output, as determined 
by EDMS and its automated methods for determining concentration at all 
averaging periods were used. The emission inventories and dispersion 
modeling analysis in the EIS air quality assessment were prepared using the 
FAA’s Emissions and Dispersion Modeling System (EDMS-Version 4.12).  
Use of this model is required by the FAA when evaluating airport-related 
emissions at civilian airports. 
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Comment Response 
D22 A second level of analysis is not necessary to determine what source 

contributes the most to any of the reported values nor is it relevant to the 
analysis because the purpose of the analysis was not to identify specific 
sources, it was to evaluate whether or not air pollutant levels would exceed 
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards and whether or not emission 
totals of volatile organic compounds and nitrogen oxides were accounted 
for in the IEPA’s SIP.  There was no need to evaluate mitigation methods as 
such, because the modeling indicates that no National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards would be exceeded. 
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Comment Response 
D1-1 The emission inventories and dispersion modeling analysis in the EIS air 

quality assessment were prepared using the FAA’s Emissions and 
Dispersion Modeling System (EDMS-Version 4.12).  Use of the EDMS is 
required by the FAA when evaluating airport-related emissions at civilian 
airports.  The modeling methodologies, including the dispersion model, 
were approved, as part of the air quality protocol, by IEPA and USEPA.  
EDMS does incorporate a Gaussian plume model.  The commenter’s 
position related to calms is noted, however, FAA understands both the 
potentials and limitations of the model and believes that it is the best 
available tool for this purpose. 
 
In point of fact, as stated in Appendix W to Part 51, the Guideline on Air Quality 
Models (and cited by the commenter) “concentrations [using a Gaussian 
model] may become unrealistically large when wind speeds less than 1 m/s 
[meter per second] are input…”.   The Guideline on Air Quality Models further 
states “[h]ourly concentrations calculated with steady-state Gaussian plume 
models using calms must not be considered valid; the wind and 
concentration estimates for these hours must be disregarded and considered 
to be missing”.  These guidelines cited by the commenter regarding the 
methods used to provide average concentrations demonstrate that the air 
quality analysis was performed following approved procedures. 
 
Furthermore, contrary to the commenter’s supposition, the 1990 (the year of 
the 5 years evaluated resulting in the highest predicted pollutant 
concentrations) meteorological data shows that calm periods prevailed only 
approximately 2% of the time.  
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Comment Response 
D1-2 The background concentrations used in the OM air quality analysis were 

obtained from the IEPA and represent actual measured (recorded) levels of 
each air pollutant.  As such, the background concentrations include 
“residual” emissions.  Secondly, adding the background (maximum 
measured values) provides a further conservative estimate of the total 
concentration, because the actual background concentration is typically less 
than the maximum measured value. 
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Comment Response 
E1 The FAA disagrees that it is derelict in not including AReCO’s critique of 

the IEPA’s report entitled “Chicago O’Hare Airport Air Toxic Monitoring 
Program in the EIS.  The FAA notes the commenter’s reference to an AReCO 
critique of the IEPA study, and FAA believes that any response should come 
from IEPA.  The FAA assumes that Appendix K referred to by the 
commenter is Appendix K of their April 6, 2005 comments on the Draft EIS 
which was not resubmitted as a comment on the Final EIS.     
 

E2 Please see response to comment 16.  Additionally, while a human health risk 
assessment was provided in the LAX EIS, the assessment was provided 
because of State requirements mandating such coverage.  It should also be 
noted that air quality criteria for a variety of HAPs exist in California, but 
not in Illinois. 
 

E3 See the following page for the response to this comment. 
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Comment Response 
E3 Please see response to comment 15. 
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Comment Response 
Appendix F/H As noted in previous responses, the emission inventories and 

dispersion modeling analysis in the EIS air quality assessment were 
prepared using the FAA’s Emissions and Dispersion Modeling System 
(EDMS-Version 4.12).  Use of this model is required by the FAA when 
evaluating airport-related emissions at civilian airports and military air 
bases.  The model was developed by the FAA in cooperation with the 
United States Air Force. The modeling methodologies, including the 
dispersion model to be used, were approved, as part of the air quality 
protocol, by IEPA and USEPA. 
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Comment Response 
I1 FAA respectfully disagrees with the comment.  Consistent with professional 

practice, the FAA believes it is not practical to perform ozone-related 
computer modeling for an individual project such as the improvements at 
O’Hare.  Specifically, models used to perform ozone analysis (e.g., USEPA’s 
Urban Airshed Model) are not structured to evaluate localized impacts from 
individual projects. 

I2 The FAA requires the use of EDMS when performing air quality analysis for 
aviation sources.  The USEPA also recommends EDMS for air quality 
assessments of primary pollutant impacts at airports. 

I3 The user’s guide for the Comprehensive Air Quality Model with extensions 
(CAMx) states that the model provides an assessment of gaseous air 
pollutant over many scales 
(http://www.camx.com/files/CAMx.User.Guide.v4.10.August2004.pdf).  The 
user’s guide further recommends that the smallest of the scales modeled 
should be urban.  When discussing the concept of scales with respect to air 
pollutants, “scale” refers to the physical dimension of an air parcel.  Urban 
scales represent an overall, citywide air parcel (Title 40, Chapter I, Part 58 – 
Ambient Air Quality Surveillance). 
 
The USEPA believes that photochemical grid models are not sufficient to 
assess incremental changes in area wide ozone concentrations from 
emission changes at a single or group of small sources.  O’Hare-related 
emissions of volatile organic compounds and nitrogen oxides would be 
considered a small source because the total airport-related emissions 
represent less than 1 and 4 percent, respectively, of the total emissions 
within the Chicago non-attainment area.   Notably, these percentages reflect 
the total predicted emissions due to the operation of O’Hare (not project-
related emissions).  When considering just the predicted change in 
emissions due to the OM (the project-related emissions), the emissions 
would represent approximately 0.03 and 0.05 percent of the total emissions 
within the Chicago non-attainment area.  Notably, emission changes must 
amount to some significant fraction of an area’s emissions (which the 
project-related emissions do not) before modeling results can be interpreted 
with sufficient confidence that the results are not lost in the “noise” of the 
model and/or the input data 
(http://envinfo.com/caain/nonattainment/sec182f.html).     
 

I4 The IEPA used the Urban Airshed Model (UAM) to simulate conditions (all 
emissions from all sources) on an urban scale (for the entire Chicago non-
attainment area).  As noted in response to comment I1 above, it is not 
practical to perform ozone-related computer modeling for an individual 
project such as the improvements at O’Hare.  Models used to perform ozone 
analysis (e.g., USEPA’s UAM) are not structured to evaluate localized 
impacts from individual projects. 
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Comment Response 
I5 The USEPA believes that photochemical grid models are not sufficient to 

assess incremental changes in area wide ozone concentrations from 
emission changes at a single or group of small sources.  A review of the 
USEPA’s proposed rule (Federal Register: July 11, 2001 (Volume 66, Number 
133) to approve the Illinois SIP that included the additional point source 
emissions from power plants (the new permitted combustion turbine 
generators) indicates that the generators would emit an additional 18.499 
tons per day of nitrogen oxides and 0.924 tons per day of volatile organic 
compounds.  As shown in Table 5-19 of the Final General Conformity 
Determination (Appendix J – Attachment J-2, Page 96 of the EIS), OM-
related emissions of nitrogen oxides and volatile organic compounds are 
projected to be 0.30 and 0.18 tons per day, respectively, in the year 2007 (the 
mandated attainment year for the one-hour ozone standard and for the 
applicable SIP).  Notably, the OM-related emission totals are much less than 
those that were proposed for the generators (approximately 2 and 19 percent 
of the generator-related emissions).  If the modeled results for the generators 
indicated that ozone levels would “change” from 1 to 3 parts-per-billion 
(ppb) with the additional emissions, then the results of any ozone modeling 
to assess the OM (if it were performed) would be far less (a maximum 
change of 0.6 ppb (assuming the maximum change for the generators of 3 
ppb and the maximum percent of OM-related emissions to the generator 
emissions (19 percent)). 
 

I6 FAA disagrees that O’Hare-related emissions would have a significant effect 
on ozone in the area and that the effect of the OM-related emissions could 
be modeled in a meaningful way.  First, the IEPA is charged with protecting 
air quality conditions within the Chicago non-attainment area.  To assess the 
OM with respect to air quality, the FAA worked closely with the IEPA (and 
the USEPA) to 1) prepare an air quality assessment protocol and 2) to 
prepare a General Conformity Determination (the purpose of which is to 
assess the impact of a proposed project on the pollutants for which an area is 
designated non-attainment).  Based on the evaluation performed for the 
Final General Conformity Determination, the FAA has determined that 
O’Hare-related and OM-related emissions of nitrogen oxides and volatile 
organic compounds can be reasonably be accounted for in the IEPA’s 
established emission totals.  As such, O’Hare-related emissions would not 
have a significant effect on ozone levels within the airshed.  Second, the 
FAA concurs with the USEPA that photochemical grid models are not 
sufficient to assess incremental changes in area wide ozone concentrations 
from emission changes at a single or group of small sources.     
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Comment Response 
Appendix X The FAA formally responded to this letter from Mr. Saporito on 

September 2, 2005.  As the FAA letter noted, “[t]he impact of fuel prices 
is just one factor that affects forecast of aviation demand.  In the case of 
Chicago, [FAA] analysis indicates that the major factor affecting aviation 
demand is the growth of the local Chicago economy.” 
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Comment Response 
Appendix Y FAA disagrees with the commenter’s assertions.  Specifically, FAA’s 

First Order Approximation (FOA) methodology is the only accepted tool 
in existence today that enables estimation of PM emissions from 
commercial jet aircraft engines.  The FOA is a conservative 
approximation methodology (i.e., over predicts PM emissions) that 
serves an interim purpose until such time that sufficient measured data 
are available for representative aircraft engines.  In addition, FAA is 
working to further improve the accuracy and reliability of the FOA 
methodology in the near-term, and the FAA is committed to actively 
pursuing and sponsoring PM measurement campaigns using existing 
modern aircraft engines.  Along with partners such as NASA and the 
universities of Missouri Rolla and Central Florida, the FAA has several 
PM measurement campaigns underway this year, with plans to add 
more in the future, as opportunities arise and funding permits.  Each 
initiative is resource-intensive, and will take time to assemble a fully 
verified data set of PM emission indices for enough aircraft engines to 
represent the current fleet. 
 
FAA’s FOA has been scrutinized by over 70 reviewers from academia, 
industry, and government, including the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA).  In fact, the EPA stated in a letter to the FAA dated 21 
July 2005 that “We believe it is an important step in the right direction.”  
Furthermore, the FOA has been evaluated and accepted by the Working 
Group 3 of the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) 
Committee on Aviation Environmental Protection as an interim method 
to estimate aircraft particulate matter (PM) emissions. 
 
Continued on the following page. 
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Comment Response 
Appendix Y 
continued 

The commenter appears to make a number of broad, unjustified statements 
that do not conform with respect to the science supporting the FOA as well 
as to the purpose for and applicability of the FOA methodology.  For 
instance, the commenter continually points out that the FAA is not 
capturing PM mass from measurement of the smoke number.  This is true, 
but what the commenter seems to overlook is that the FOA methodology is 
based on a correlation to mass, rather than a direct measurement of 
particulate mass itself.  In fact, to-date there is no internationally agreed 
protocol for the measurement of PM emissions from aircraft engines.  Even 
in the absence of such a measurement protocol, the commenter suggests that 
the FOA methodology is “flawed” because it is based on a correlation to the 
“archaic smoke number.”  It is for this very reason that the FAA assessed the 
FOA’s accuracy against recent, actual non-volatile PM emissions data from 
the German Aerospace Center (DLR) and Dr. Phil Whitefield of the 
University of Missouri at Rolla (head for the Congressionally-appropriated 
Center of Excellence for Aerospace Particulate Emissions Reduction 
Research).  The confidence and predictive limits of FOA were calculated to 
be within 99 percent, which is a strong correlation with data from the newer 
aircraft engines. 
 
The commenter includes unsubstantiated claims in his evaluation.  The 
statement of a 10:1 error is an unsubstantiated guess by the commenter, later 
admitted so by the commenter at the end of the paper.  There is no 
justification for this statement and the FAA simply notes this aspect of the 
comment. 
 
At the heart of the commenter’s argument to discredit the FOA 
methodology is the inability of filter media used in the smoke number test 
to exactly capture PM with an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 micrometers, 
nothing more and nothing less.  This seems to be a shared frustration, 
worldwide, since natural forces do not allow airborne PM behavior to be 
uniform regardless of aerodynamic diameter.  The commenter’s analysis did 
recognize the filter media’s poor PM collection efficiencies for particles less 
than 1.0 micrometer.  At these very small sizes, the motion of particles are 
typically governed by random molecular (Brownian) motion.   
 
As a related matter, FAA notes that these same comments were raised by 
AReCO in its letter of September 2, 2004 to the Administrator of the USEPA.  
In USEPA’s response letter to AReCO dated September 22, 2005, USEPA 
confirmed that FAA’s FOA is reasonable for use at this time. 
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Comment Response 
Appendix Z Please see response to comment 14. 
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Comment Response 
1 Comment noted.  For details regarding the potential environmental 

consequences of the proposed project, please see Chapter 5 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS) or Section 9 of the Record of 
Decision (ROD).  In addition, the FAA notes that Section 9 of the ROD does 
disclose the mitigation that will be provided to address the environmental 
impacts of the O’Hare improvements. 
 

2 The FAA respectfully disagrees with the commenter.  In response to 
comments on the Draft EIS, FAA reviewed additional cost-related 
information applicable to the project. For purposes of this review under 
NEPA, the FAA has concluded that the estimated costs of the project are 
reasonable.  FAA has also concluded that it is reasonable to assume that, 
based upon the impact O’Hare has on the Chicago region, as well as the 
NAS, and the benefits to the regional economy, there will be sufficient funds 
to complete the proposal.  In addition, FAA believes that with a project of 
this magnitude and importance, the availability of projected funding 
sources is sufficiently reasonable and capable of being obtained.   For more 
detail in regard to FAA’s careful consideration of this issue, please see 
Chapter 1, Section 1.7. 

The Record of Decision (ROD) selects Alternative C which includes airfield 
improvements, terminal improvements, and supporting infrastructure 
totaling approximately $14 billion (in 2004 dollars), see Section 1.7 of the 
EIS.   
 
With regard to the analysis of alternatives, the FAA directs the commenter 
to Chapter 3 and Appendices C and E of the Final EIS.  These sections of the 
EIS document in great detail the exhaustive evaluation of reasonable 
alternatives.  This detailed alternatives analysis, among other things such as 
public input, has lead to the findings in this Record of Decision, including 
approval of Alternative C.  The FAA strongly disagrees that the approval of 
Alternative C was predetermined.  
 

3 The FAA notes that much of the comments contained in this letter deal with 
public relations claims presented by the City of Chicago.  At the outset, the 
FAA would point out that none of these claims made by the City were 
utilized in the environmental impact statement (EIS) analysis.  In addition, 
the economic impact of potential O’Hare improvements was not a 
consideration in development of the purpose and need for this EIS.   
 
With regard to project funding, the FAA directs the commenter to response 
2 above and Section 1.7 of the Final EIS.   
 

4 Please see the response to this comment on the following page. 
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Comment Response 
4 The commenter’s opinion is noted.  Regarding air traffic controller input, the 

commenter is referred to Final EIS response to comments K-1 and K-2  
starting at Page U.5-42. 
 
With regard to the Department of Transportation Office of Inspector 
General report, the FAA respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s 
characterization of the report and directs the commenter to Section 10 of the 
Record of Decision for the FAA’s discussion other report.     
 
For all the reasons affirmatively set forth in the Final EIS and this Record of 
Decision, the FAA has selected Alternative C. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA notes the commenter’s opinions on FAA’s evaluations regarding 

Rest Haven and St. Johannes cemeteries.  The FAA directs the commenter to 
Section 11 of the Record of Decision for FAA’s careful consideration of these 
issues.  In addition, the Agency directs the commenter to the several 
documents in this record, including the Final EIS, where alternatives and 
derivatives thereto were given in-depth consideration.  
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Comment Response 
1 There are many factors that contribute to the altitude of airplanes at a 

certain distance from the airport including among others: aircraft 
performance, airspace constraints, pilot preference, and noise abatement 
procedures.  For example, some noise abatement procedures call for pilots to 
decrease engine thrust subsequent to takeoff thereby reducing both noise 
emissions from engines and the ability of the aircraft to climb at a faster rate. 

The FAA notes that the area northwest of the airport in the direction of 
Mount Prospect is expected to experience a significant decrease in noise 
exposure under the proposed project.  This decrease can be seen in Exhibits 
5.2-3 and 5.2-6 of the EIS which depict the projected difference in noise 
exposure between the existing airfield (Alternative A) and the proposed 
airfield (Alternative C) after full build out and 5 years after full build out.  
This decrease is due to the realignment of the proposed airfield which 
involves the decommissioning of both Runway 14R/32L and Runway 
14L/32R.  The proposed airfield can be seen in Exhibit 1 in Section 1 of this 
Record of Decision. 
 
Finally, the commenter’s municipality, Mount Prospect, is a member of the 
O’Hare Noise Compatibility Commission (ONCC).  ONCC represents many 
of the communities surrounding O’Hare affected by noise.  The ONCC 
website may provide additional information of interest to the commenter at 
http://www.oharenoise.org/homepage.html.  The phone number for ONCC 
is (773) 686-3198. 
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Comment Response 
1 The City of Chicago prepared pre-printed comment postcards in support of 

the O’Hare Modernization Program that were available to passengers in 
various locations throughout the airport during the development of the EIS.  
In response, the FAA directs the commenter to Section U.5 of this appendix, 
specifically topical responses A-2 (page U.5-3), B-1 (page U.5-6), M-2 (page 
U.5-48), and M-4 (page U.5-48).  
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA appreciates all comments received from the ONCC throughout 

development of the EIS, and that ONCC is pleased that their comments 
were responded to in the Final EIS.  The FAA also agrees that quality of life 
issues, such as aircraft noise, should be considered along with airport 
efficiency. 
 

2 The City will continue the existing voluntary RSIP and SSIP throughout the 
OMP.  See Section 9.1 of the ROD for additional detail on specific noise 
abatement techniques and commitments.  Specific funding for these 
commitments are typically not identified as part of the EIS process and 
NEPA analysis. 
 

3 Comment noted.  The FAA will continue to work with the City of Chicago 
to strengthen the lines of communications in an effort to better assess the 
effectiveness and enforcement of the O’Hare Tower Order. 
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Comment Response 
4 It is FAA’s understanding that the City of Chicago will continue its 

involvement with the ONCC to oversee noise mitigation efforts around 
O’Hare, which will include participation in the planning of noise relief 
projects to be implemented in the O’Hare area, oversight of the operation of 
O’Hare’s noise monitoring systems, and advising the City on O’Hare-
related noise issues.   
 

5 The FAA notes the ONCC’s interest in the AFTPro program, which is 
currently being reviewed by FAA. 
 

6 The FAA notes the ONCC’s comment on how the future of the Fly Quiet 
Program at O’Hare was addressed in the EIS, and looks forward to their 
continued work on the Fly Quiet Program and other noise abatement 
measures around O’Hare. 
 

7 The FAA notes the ONCC commendation for substantively considering the 
potential impacts of the O’Hare Modernization Program on the quality of 
life of residents around O’Hare.  The FAA also notes the ONCC’s comments 
on the FEIS and continued participation and involvement with the FAA and 
City of Chicago throughout the EIS process. 
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Comment Response 
1 As noted in response to comment 19 to the Karaganis-Cohn September 6, 

2005 comments, the Final EIS at Section 5.22 presented the FAA’s proposed 
findings with respect to issues arising under the First Amendment and 
RFRA.  The Agency invited public comment on those tentative findings.  
After careful consideration of those comments, the FAA has made its final 
determinations under these religious liberty claims in Section 12 of this 
ROD.  Those findings along with the FAA’s extended discussion of these 
matters in Section 11 of the ROD and related material in this Appendix A 
are fully responsive to the comments presented here.  
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Comment Response 
1 Comment noted. 
2 The commenter’s suggestions regarding high-speed rail are noted.  In 

accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), the 
FAA is required to evaluate the City’s proposal and alternatives to it from 
an environmental standpoint.  Where appropriate, the FAA encourages 
airport sponsors to provide for intermodal facilities, however, it is the 
airport sponsor’s prerogative to plan for such facilities.  

As an alternative to the City’s proposal, the FAA carefully evaluated other 
modes of transportation or communication, including the use of high-speed 
rail to meet the purpose and need, see Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2.  FAA 
believes that high-speed rail could potentially serve as an alternative to air 
travel to/from select high-density metropolitan areas in the Midwest.  
However, the needs of the O’Hare air travel market extend beyond these 
select Midwestern markets. 
 
In addition, the FAA is not aware of any plans by the U.S. Department of 
Transportation (Federal Railroad Administration) to implement high-speed 
rail in the Chicago area.  Therefore, although new high-speed rail service 
could theoretically reduce aviation demand at O’Hare, in the absence of 
such plans, it does not appear reasonable to rely on this alternative to meet 
the purpose and need criterion of accommodating forecast aviation demand.  
Additional information regarding high-speed rail is provided in Appendix 
E, Section E.1.2.1. 
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Comment Response 
1 Comment noted.  Please see Section 9 of the Record of Decision for further 

information on air quality and the school sound insulation program. 
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Comment Response 
1 FAA appreciates receiving these comments and notes that the 

implementation of Alternative C for O’Hare modernization will further 
improve the multi-modal aspect of the airport by facilitating increased 
efficiency for rail connections.  The majority of the comments relate to issues 
outside the scope of this EIS because much of the information provided is 
directly concerned with actions to be considered by other implementing 
authorities at some point in the future. 
 
As noted in topical response F-2 on page U.5-29 of Appendix U of the Final 
EIS, [Alternative C] include[s] an extension of the Airport Transit System 
(ATS), which links with the Metra Transfer Station. This station is on 
Metra’s North Central line, which provides the ability to travel to O’Hare 
from Union Station in Chicago. The O’Hare Transfer Station is located east 
of the intersection of Mannheim Road and Zemke Road. Currently, a shuttle 
bus service takes passengers between the Metra station and the ATS station 
at Lot E for transfer to the Airport. 
 
In addition, the Chicago Transit Authority Blue Line currently links 
downtown Chicago to O’Hare with the terminus in the lower level of the 
Main Parking Garage at O’Hare.  In accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), the FAA is required to evaluate 
the City’s proposal and alternatives to it from an environmental standpoint. 
Where appropriate, the FAA encourages airport sponsors to provide for 
intermodal facilities, however, it is the airport sponsor’s prerogative to plan 
for such facilities. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA notes that this was a City of Chicago public hearing, not an FAA 

public hearing.  The FAA has included it herein to provide response to the 
issues raised regarding the Final EIS.  For the most part, the commenters 
that testified at the hearing also submitted other forms of comment, and the 
FAA has directed those commenter’s to response to their other comments 
and the Agency’s respective responses. 
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Comment Response 
2 The FAA notes the commenter’s support for the project.  In addition, the 

FAA directs the comment to topical response G-1, beginning on page U.5-31 
of Appendix U of the Final EIS.  Finally, the FAA also notes that Alternative 
C, the City’s proposed O’Hare Modernization Program has been identified 
in this Record of Decision as the selected alternative. 
 

3 Mr. Karaganis’s comments are addressed elsewhere in this Appendix to the 
Record of Decision.  Therefore, FAA will provide cross-reference to the 
appropriate page numbers for the issues raised by Mr. Karaganis. 
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Comment Response 
4 The FAA notes the request made by Mr. Karaganis to the City of Chicago.  

The FAA further directs the commenter to Section 1.7 of the Final EIS for the 
FAA’s escalation of the cost estimate for the project in 2004 dollars. 
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Comment Response 
5 The FAA disagrees with the commenter’s assertions.  The FAA has 

addressed this comment in response to the Campbell affidavit; see the 
responses beginning on page A.2-134 of this appendix.  In addition, the FAA 
directs the commenter to response to comments 102-104 of Campbell-Hill’s 
April 6, 2005 comments on the Draft EIS, beginning on page U.4-566 of 
Appendix U of the Final EIS. 
 

6 The FAA refers the commenter to Section 10.1.1 of the Record of Decision. 
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Comment Response 
6 See the response to this comment on page A.3-5. 
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Comment Response 
7 The FAA directs the commenter to response to comment 19, of Karaganis-

Cohn’s September 6, 2005 comments on the Final EIS, on page A.2-97. 
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Comment Response 
7 See the response to this comment on page A.3-8. 

 
8 The FAA directs the comment to topical response G-1, beginning on page 

U.5-31 of Appendix U of the Final EIS.   
 

9 The FAA has previously responded to these comments and directs the 
commenter to response to comments 83-85 and118-119 of Campbell-Hill’s 
April 6, 2005 comments on the Draft EIS, beginning on pages U.4-554 
andU.4-576 of Appendix U of the Final EIS, respectively. 
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Comment Response 
10 The FAA notes the comments regarding the MII commitment regarding 

OMP Phase I.  The FAA has addressed this comment in response to the 
Campbell affidavit; see the response to comment 22 beginning on page A.2-
139 of this appendix.  In addition, the FAA directs the commenter to 
response to comments 103 of Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on the 
Draft EIS, beginning on page U.4-568 of Appendix U of the Final EIS. 
 

11 The commenter’s opinion is noted. 
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Comment Response 
12 As stated in the FAA response Mr. Sell’s email to FAA (on page A.2-282), 

dated September 6, 2005, “[t]he FAA notes the commenter’s opinions on 
FAA’s evaluations regarding Rest Haven and St. Johannes cemeteries.  The 
FAA directs the commenter to Section 11 and 12 of the Record of Decision 
for FAA’s careful consideration of these issues.  In addition, the Agency 
directs the commenter to the several documents in this record, including the 
Final EIS, where alternatives and derivatives thereto were given in-depth 
consideration.“ 
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Comment Response 
12 See the response to this comment on page A.3-14. 

 
13 The FAA notes the comments regarding St. Johannes Cemetery.  The FAA 

directs the commenter to Sections 11 and 12 of the Record of Decision for 
FAA’s careful consideration of the issues regarding the cemetery.   
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Comment Response 
13 See the response to this comment on page A.3-16. 
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Comment Response 
14 Comment noted. 

 
15 With regard to the cemeteries, the FAA directs the commenter to Sections 11 

and 12 of the Record of Decision for FAA’s careful consideration of the 
issues regarding the cemeteries.   
 
With regard to the land acquisition, the FAA directs the comment to topical 
responses G-3 and G-4, beginning on page U.5-33 of Appendix U of the 
Final EIS.   
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Comment Response 
16 With regard to the air traffic controllers input, the FAA directs the comment 

to topical responses K-1 and K-2, beginning on page U.5-42 of Appendix U 
of the Final EIS.   
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Comment Response 
17 With regard to the terminal comments, the FAA notes that Terminal 4 is part 

of the selected alternative of this Record of Decision.  For the project 
definition of the selected alternative (Alternative C), see Chapter 3 of the 
Final EIS.  
 
With regard to the concerns about the funding of the project, the FAA notes 
that aviation demand is forecast to grow even with the fuel price escalation.  
To address this issue and others, the FAA did examine the effects on the 
project that could result from a lower level of activity at the airport than the 
FAA anticipates.  This examination is contained in Appendix R of the Final 
EIS. 
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Comment Response 
17 See the response to this comment on page A.3-21. 
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Comment Response 
18 With regard to the land acquisition, the FAA directs the comment to topical 

responses G-3 and G-4, beginning on page U.5-33 of Appendix U of the 
Final EIS.   
 
In addition, the FAA notes that the FAA has evaluated potential 
environmental justice impacts associated with the project that relate to low-
income and minority populations.  This detailed evaluation is contained in 
Section 5.21 of the Final EIS.  In addition, the FAA directs the commenter to 
Section 8 of this Record of Decision, for a summary of the extensive 
environmental justice outreach conducted as part of this evaluation. 
 

19 With regard to the cemeteries, the FAA directs the commenter to Sections 11 
and 12 of the Record of Decision for FAA’s careful consideration of the 
issues regarding the cemeteries.   
 

20 The FAA did assess the potential tax loss to the surrounding communities as 
a result of land acquisition by the City of Chicago.  The FAA directs the 
comment to topical response G-3, beginning on page U.5-33 of Appendix U 
of the Final EIS.   
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Comment Response 
21 The FAA did assess the potential air quality impacts.  This detailed 

assessment is contained in Section 5.6 of the Final EIS.  In addition, the FAA 
directs the comment to topical response E-1, beginning on page U.5-25 of 
Appendix U of the Final EIS.   
 

22 Comment noted. 
 

23 The FAA did examine several alternatives to O’Hare improvements.  This 
detailed examination included an evaluation of the use of other airports, use 
of other modes of travel and telecommunication, among others.  The FAA 
directs the commenter to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for further information. 
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Comment Response 
24 Comment noted. 

 
25 Comment noted. 
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	ANALYSIS AND RESPONSE TO COMMENTS PRESENTED .IN THE AFFIDAVIT OF BRIAN CAMPBELL .
	This affidavit was part of a package of comments submitted to the FAA in response to the agency’s invitation for public comments on portions of the Final Environmental Impact Statement and the FAA’s proposed resolution of religious liberty issues.  As with Mr. Fleming’s affidavit, the FAA’s analysis of his comments will track his affidavit, and will indicate our specific response to his assertions through our adoption of the same paragraph numbering convention used by Mr. Campbell.  Some assertions require 
	The Campbell affidavit deals primarily with two overarching issues that the FAA feels compelled to answer in the following narrative fashion.  The Campbell issues are as follows: 
	•. The overall costs of full build OMP are so great that the project will never be completed in its entirety and will likely conclude with Phase One.  Therefore, the EIS misstates the environmental impacts and consequences of the actions; and 
	•. The initial $300 Million Letter of Intent (LOI) request is critical to the successful funding of the project and yet the approval of the LOI is uncertain.  Therefore, the FAA needs to assure the financing up-front to prevent residential areas and cemeteries from needlessly being destroyed. 
	In response, the FAA notes that the Agency has conducted a review of the City’s financing plan for the OMP and has summarized the findings of that review in Section 1.7 of the Final EIS. Section 1.7 stated,  
	On the basis of the information presented herein, the review of the City’s financial plan, and an understanding of airport financing in general, FAA has no reason to believe that the City’s financial plan cannot be implemented as generally presented in the ORD Master Plan. Further, FAA has no reason to believe that the resulting costs to airport users (most significantly, major airlines serving O’Hare) will significantly adversely affect the ability to finance the capital projects and realize the projected 
	For purposes of satisfying the FAA’s obligations under NEPA, FAA has concluded that it is reasonable to assume that, based upon the impact O’Hare has on the Chicago region, as well as the NAS, and the benefits to the regional economy, there will be sufficient funds to complete the City’s proposal, if approved. Further, in response to comments on the Draft EIS, FAA has reviewed additional cost-related information applicable to the project. For purposes of this review under NEPA, the FAA has concluded that th
	While this text from the Final EIS indicates that the review of the financing plan was done from the NEPA perspective, the FAA also notes that the review of the Letter of Intent request is currently underway.  Mindful of this ongoing LOI review, the FAA team responsible for the work involved in the NEPA review have coordinated with the FAA LOI review team and are satisfied that the LOI including a benefit-cost analysis reasonably reflect the determinations made above regarding the financing plan for the OMP
	With regard to the need for the FAA to make all funding decisions simultaneously with the issuance of this ROD, the Agency notes that this is impractical and inconsistent with typical practice.  To the extent that the commenter is asserting that FAA environmental approvals are inadequate unless and until the sponsor has arranged all funding with exact certainty for the entire project, the FAA would point out again that this logic is at odds with normal professional practice and regulation. The Agency is not
	With any large, long-term capital program, there is some uncertainty regarding the sources of funds that have been assumed to provide for full implementation.  Estimates and projections of funding sources are necessarily utilized in developing capital program financing plans, but actual developments can differ from original assumptions, and these actual developments can be both positive and negative with regards to the availability of funds.  As a result, airport operators are routinely required to refine f
	In the case of the OMP, there have been questions raised regarding the potential availability of assumed federal grants and PFC funds, as well as the sensitivity of the finance plan to external factors such as airline bankruptcy and/or reduced traffic levels.  FAA has reviewed the City’s overall finance plan for OMP for NEPA purposes, and believes it is based on reasonable assumptions. However, in the event that some of the project funds are not available in the 
	In the case of the OMP, there have been questions raised regarding the potential availability of assumed federal grants and PFC funds, as well as the sensitivity of the finance plan to external factors such as airline bankruptcy and/or reduced traffic levels.  FAA has reviewed the City’s overall finance plan for OMP for NEPA purposes, and believes it is based on reasonable assumptions. However, in the event that some of the project funds are not available in the 
	amounts assumed or at the times assumed, the City would need to make adjustments during implementation. 

	Therefore, the FAA conducted a sensitivity analysis of the OMP financing plan.  This sensitivity analysis examined a number of mechanisms the City could employ should part of the funding for the project not be implemented as planned. These mechanisms include deferral of improvements, use of contingency, increased debt issuance, and short-term borrowing.  The sensitivity analysis evaluated what-if scenarios, such as the $300 million LOI being unavailable or disapproved, reduction in airline traffic with the 
	The Campbell-Hill concept of funding of airport projects would require that prior to NEPA approval all funding needed to complete the entire project would have to be secured.  This concept would necessitate the prior or concurrent issuance of all Airport Improvement Program (AIP) Grants, Passenger Facility Charge (PFC) impose and use application approvals, and sale of all necessary GARBs with the environmental approval that this ROD provides.  The FAA does not agree with this concept. 
	The FAA does agree that the project must be evaluated from a financial feasibility standpoint and has conducted due diligence in this area with regard to the OMP.  This evaluation of financial feasibility was conducted by the FAA to ensure that the project was indeed feasible.  
	The FAA notes the following facts regarding capital development at airports: 
	•. Sponsors do not need FAA funds to implement a capital improvement for their airport.  Sponsors can fund a project without federal funding.  However, it is required that NEPA approval to amend their Airport Layout Plan be obtained from FAA. 
	•. LOIs, AIP Grants, and PFC (authorization to impose and use, or use), require NEPA approval prior to FAA approval or authorization. 
	•. A sponsor is not required to obtain a LOI approval prior to obtaining a grant.  In most instances, sponsors do not.  In addition, LOI approval is not a guarantee that federal funding will occur.  The LOI can be withdrawn, and there is no guarantee of a continued revenue stream of funding. 
	•. AIP grants can only be issued for funds appropriated in the current fiscal year, and it neither reasonable, nor industry practice, that all grant funding for a major capital development project would be secured within a fiscal year.  Additionally, an AIP grant cannot be issued without environmental approval being issued. 
	•. It is impractical and imprudent for a sponsor to issues bonds for its entire multi-year project at the outset of implementation, and therein require paying interest for funding, which would not yet be required. 
	9 – The FAA notes Dr. Campbell’s summary of findings and conclusions.  FAA has responded to the findings and conclusions where the basis for the findings and conclusions are made throughout the Campbell-Hill submittals and this affidavit. 
	12/13 - The FAA completely disagrees with this statement.  As is often the custom in reports of this type, the Department of Transportation Office of Inspector General (OIG) provided the FAA with a draft of its preliminary report, and invited the FAA to respond to it.  The FAA responded to the Draft OIG report on May 20, 2005 and June 15, 2005.  It is not uncommon for these reports to be revised following receipt of comments as part of the internal interagency review process.  The Final OIG report was dated
	15 – The FAA addressed the issue of availability of AIP funding in its response to the Campbell-Hill letter dated April 6, 2005, in the Final EIS, Appendix U, page U-566.  Specific comments related to the City’s BCA are not being addressed here.  The FAA notes that Campbell-Hill and others have submitted extensive comments on the City’s original BCA dated February 2005.  Since those BCA comments will be considered as part of the Agency’s LOI review process, which is separate and apart from this EIS process,
	(e.g. cost-benefit ratio, forecast, etc.) beyond the scope of this EIS.  However, general programmatic issues related to LOI and PFC funding have been considered by the FAA in the EIS and this ROD. 
	16/17 – These comments have been forwarded for consideration within the LOI/BCA review process. 
	18/19 - The FAA created delay curves based on Phase I of the O’Hare Modernization Program.  The FAA recognizes that there would likely be  some increase in unimpeded travel times during portions of Phase I of the project due to the interim runway and taxiway geometry.  Both delay and unimpeded travel times were included in the detailed TAAM analysis completed as part of the Environmental Impact Statement and used as the basis for the Benefit Cost Analysis. 
	 However, the increase in projected unimpeded travel times is offset by a greater value in the average annual delay reductions.   
	20 – The FAA addressed a similar PFC comment in the FEIS in Appendix U, page U.4-568.   
	21 – FAA cannot guarantee if or when an increase in the authorized PFC level will occur. However, Congress has authorized PFC increases in the past.  Thus, there is historical precedent for increasing the level of PFC funding per passenger.  This prior increase in the authorized PFC level (from $3.00 to $4.50) was determined appropriate due to (1) increased airport funding requirements and (2) the recognition of inflationary increases in general prices (including prices of airport improvements) relative to 
	Given the benefits of the OMP, FAA does not believe it is essential to know the exact point when Congress might approve an increase in PFC level.  The significant economic benefits to airlines of modernizing ORD (e.g., delay savings and revenue from increased traffic), combined with the  support from key airlines for the OMP, indicate to FAA that it is reasonable to assume that airlines would be willing to proceed with OMP even with a delay in an authorized increase in the PFC funding level and a correspond
	The FAA has also considered the impact of no PFC increase and believes that the types of funding adjustments that might be required would still result in an overall reasonable finance plan. 
	22 - FAA acknowledges that airlines serving ORD have to-date only provided MII approval for initial phases of OMP.  The OMP is to be financed in phases, and airline MII approval will correspondingly be requested in phases.  Just as it does not make sense to issue debt at the outset for all phases of OMP (because this would involve unnecessary interest expense for funds not currently required), it also does not make sense to obtain airline MII approval for all phases of OMP at the outset (because the financi
	 The FAA believes it is reasonable to expect that the airlines serving ORD will approve future requests for incremental funding of OMP,  given the positive statements made by key airlines regarding the need for the full OMP (as acknowledged by the commenter). as well as the significant benefits that will accrue to airlines serving ORD and the comments provided on record in support of OMP.  Also, it is important to note that the airlines at ORD have approved Phase 1 projects (such as land acquisition) that w
	23-25 –FAA understands that there is always some element of risk and concern associated with special facility bonds and other forms of third party financing, and has taken this into consideration in reviewing the financing plan for OMP.   
	FAA has reviewed recent developments associated with special facilities bonds at U.S. airports, including the example cited by the commenter of United’s special facilities bonds at ORD.  FAA has concluded that there are circumstances in which special facilities bonds can carry risk of default or non-payment, but that this does not mean that this financing vehicle will not be appropriate or available in the future.  As an example, a recent court decision to allow United Airlines to discontinue payment on spe
	FAA believes that special facility bonds will continue to be a valuable source of funding for airport improvements, if properly structured—and further believes that this is borne out by the recent issuance of special facility bonds at New York-JFK Airport.  Given the airlines’ interest in implementing OMP, FAA believes that it is reasonable to expect that airlines serving ORD would be willing to execute appropriately-structured agreements to use special facility bonds for facilities that are dedicated to th
	26A – The FAA established the Airspace Management Advisory Council specifically to address intra-agency coordination efforts, particularly insofar as airspace is concerned.  The collective responsibility of the group, chaired by the Director of System Operations, Airspace and Aeronautical Information Management, is establishing cost and schedule controls, timely coordination with other FAA service areas and programs.  The initial task is reviewing all National Airspace Redesign (NAR) projects, including tho
	26B – The FAA agrees that the cost estimates of the OMP did not explicitly include the cost of the surface transportation mitigation, as it was not  established until the issuance of this Record of Decision.  However, the FAA notes that the anticipated cost of this mitigation is well within the cost contingency that is included in the Master Plan cost estimate. 
	26C – In response to the April 6, 2005 Campbell-Hill submittal, the FAA noted the capitalized interest is not a capital cost.  This opinion has not changed and is consistent with airport financing practice, see FAA’s response to Campbell-Hill comments 96 and 97 beginning on page U.4-562 of Appendix U of the FEIS. 
	26D – The FAA has reviewed cost estimates provided by the City of Chicago and has found them to be reasonable.  Further discussion is provided in Section 1.7 of the Final EIS.  The FAA does not consider that a detailed line item and quantity and unit cost review is necessary, or required, for an EIS or to issue a ROD. 
	27 – The FAA disagrees with the commenter's assertion that the Phase One project is not financially feasible.  For purposes of its review under NEPA, the FAA concluded that the estimated costs of the project are reasonable, it is reasonable to assume that there will be sufficient funds to complete the proposal, and there is no reason to believe that the City's financial plan cannot be implemented as generally presented in the Master Plan.  The FAA's decisions on AIP and PFC funds  involve separate processes
	28 - Comment noted. 
	30-36 – These comments have been forwarded for consideration within the LOI/BCA review process. 
	37 - The FAA addressed a similar PFC comment in the FEIS in Appendix U, page U.4-568.   
	38 - The FAA respectfully disagrees with the commentor’s assertion that Chicago has removed Taxiway Lima Lima and its associated costs from the Phase I project.  Recent correspondence with the City of Chicago has confirmed the City’s intention to construct Taxiway Lima Lima according to the proposed phasing plan utilized for the EIS. In addition, the City of Chicago’s Airport Layout Plan submitted in September 2005 for approval contains Taxiway Lima Lima on the Phase I drawing and the future full-build draw
	39 – This comment has been forwarded for consideration within the LOI/BCA review process. 
	40 – Comment noted. 
	41 - FAA respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that FAA has relied on “bald unsupported assumptions” and reached “bare bones conclusions” in determining that OMP is financially feasible.  FAA has conducted a thorough review of the OMP financing plan.  The response to comments on the DEIS and the additional information provided in the FEIS, and made publicly available, including being posted on the FAA website,  indicate the thoroughness of FAA’s review of the OMP financing plan.  FAA has tho
	42 - The commenter has offered two selected quotes from the FEIS as evidence that FAA has not addressed concerns regarding the financial feasibility of OMP.  These two quotes do not reflect the effort or level of analysis undertaken by FAA to confirm the financial feasibility of OMP for purposes of this ROD.  The FEIS and the administrative record accurately document the 
	42 - The commenter has offered two selected quotes from the FEIS as evidence that FAA has not addressed concerns regarding the financial feasibility of OMP.  These two quotes do not reflect the effort or level of analysis undertaken by FAA to confirm the financial feasibility of OMP for purposes of this ROD.  The FEIS and the administrative record accurately document the 
	agency’s thorough consideration of this issue in the satisfaction of its environmental obligations.  In addition to this ROD, FAA has considered and responded to previous Campbell-Hill’s submissions in the FEIS. 

	43 – The FAA has reviewed recent bond issuances by the City of Chicago as part of its review of OMP financial feasibility, and has included the City’s success on the bond market as one factor in its overall analysis.   
	44 – As stated earlier, the FAA believes that OMP is financially feasible.  Section U.4 of the FEIS, the responses to comments in Appendix U of the FEIS (including specific responses to Campbell-Hill), and the responses to comments in this document, provide further explanation of the basis for FAA’s conclusion. 
	45 – As noted above, the FAA does not believe that there are any outstanding issues or  questions to which it has  not been responded  regarding financial feasibility of OMP for purposes of this ROD.   
	46 – FAA has given detailed consideration to blended alternatives in the FEIS.  See, FEIS at Chapter 3 for its analysis. 
	47 - FAA does not agree that blended alternatives can meet the forecast unconstrained demand at ORD, as documented in the FEIS. 
	48A - FAA has documented in the FEIS that OMP will meet forecast demand at ORD.  FAA has also documented in the FEIS that OMP is the preferred alternative to meet forecast demand at ORD. 
	48B - See response to comment 46 above. 
	49 –FAA has conducted a review of the financial plan for OMP.  Thus, FAA does not agree that there is any reason to consider a different preferred alternative under the assumption that OMP is financially infeasible. 
	50 – The FAA believes that it is reasonable to expect that required funding will be available for OMP. 
	51 - The FEIS demonstrates that OMP Phase 1 (i.e. Alternative B) does not meet the purpose and need. 
	52-56 The FAA rejects the commenter’s assertion that it cannot authorize this proposed action in the absence of a showing by the sponsor that the entirety of all funding for the complete OMP has been assured at this time.  Such a suggestion is at odds with established practices for 
	52-56 The FAA rejects the commenter’s assertion that it cannot authorize this proposed action in the absence of a showing by the sponsor that the entirety of all funding for the complete OMP has been assured at this time.  Such a suggestion is at odds with established practices for 
	financing a project of this size and scope, is not required by FAA regulations or guidance, and defies common sense. 

	57 - FAA acknowledges that these are key factors in the analyses conducted for the EIS. However, there are also many other variables and factors that were considered and analyzed, as documented in the FEIS. 
	58 – FAA addressed the use of the 2002 TAF in both the main body of the FEIS and in the response to comments contained in Section U.4 of Appendix U. 
	59 – See response to comment 46. 
	60 – 66 - FAA addressed Campbell’s discussion of “acceptable levels of delay” in both the main body of the FEIS and in the response to comments contained in Section U.4 of Appendix U. 
	67 - These examples were not used in connection with the determination to use 15 minutes delay as a threshold in developing the constrained forecast.  This is explained in both the FEIS and the response to comment in the FEIS. 
	68/69 – FAA disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that the time period of analysis for the EIS should be based on financial analysis guidelines.  Please see response to Karaganis-Cohn’s September 6, 2005 comment regarding the same on page A.2-80 of this Appendix A. 
	70 - FAA set forth a statement of purpose and need, which included meeting forecast unconstrained demand.  As documented in the FEIS, FAA considered various alternatives for meeting unconstrained demand, including blended alternatives.  Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, FAA did not “claim that it need not consider any blended alternatives”.  In fact, FAA carefully considered blended alternatives, as documented in the FEIS. 
	71 - FAA  rejects as totally unfounded the assertion that FAA improperly manipulated any of the analysis reported in the FEIS.  The FEIS contains a full disclosure of the analyses conducted in relation to consideration of alternatives.  Other than making an assertion, the commenter has not offered any specific evidence of the purported “manipulation”.  In 1984, opponents of O’Hare improvements asserted that the FAA kept “two sets of books” on the City’s proposal.  This claim was rejected decisively by the c
	72 - FAA acknowledges that blended alternatives should be considered.  As documented in the FEIS, the FAA carefully considered blended alternatives.  For the reasons documented in the FEIS, a blended alternative was not selected as the preferred alternative. 
	74 - FAA’s basis for using the 2002 TAF, and the consideration of subsequent published TAFs (2003 TAF and 2004 TAF) is explained in the FEIS and response to comments in the FEIS. 
	75 – The 2004 TAF was not manipulated downward.  The methodology used to generate the passenger forecasts in the 2004 TAF was the same as has been used the TAF’s since the events of September 11, 2001.   
	76 - FAA does conduct a comprehensive review of recent airline activity and the future outlook (including socio-economic data) for each annual TAF.  This process was done for the 2002 TAF, the 2003 TAF, and the 2004 TAF’s for ORD.  The difference in the forecast passengers for ORD in 2020 between the 2003 TAF and 2004 TAF is almost entirely explained by differences in the forecast enplanements for 2004 and 2005.  For the period 2006-20 the average annual growth rate in enplanements is forecast to be roughly
	ORD TAF Passenger Forecast Comparison 30354045505560 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 Enpl (M) 2002 TAF 2003 TAF 2004 TAF 
	77 – The methodology that the FAA employed to develop the passenger forecasts for the 2002 TAF, the 2003 TAF, and the 2004 TAF for ORD was not exclusively based on “regression analysis of income and other local socio-economic variables”.  In fact there is a fundamental difference in the FAA’s forecast methodology for developing near term (1 year out) passenger forecasts as opposed to longer-term (more than 1 year out) passenger forecasts.  In general, the FAA develops its near-term passenger forecasts using
	77 – The methodology that the FAA employed to develop the passenger forecasts for the 2002 TAF, the 2003 TAF, and the 2004 TAF for ORD was not exclusively based on “regression analysis of income and other local socio-economic variables”.  In fact there is a fundamental difference in the FAA’s forecast methodology for developing near term (1 year out) passenger forecasts as opposed to longer-term (more than 1 year out) passenger forecasts.  In general, the FAA develops its near-term passenger forecasts using
	there was no information (future schedules) available about the level of activity (departures) in 2005 to incorporate into the generation of the 2005 passenger forecast at the time the 2003 TAF was done.  This process was clearly explained in the document “ORD Forecast Methodology” contained in the 2003 TAF documents that were submitted as part of the FOIA request and was referenced by Campbell-Hill in exhibit F, Table F-1.   

	The passenger forecast for 2005 contained in the 2004 TAF was developed using future schedules as a basis for a level of activity (departures) and forecasted values of passengers per departure based on historic month-to-month patterns.  This is explained in the document “ORD 04 Forecast Methodology” that was provided by the FAA on August 26, 2005 in response to the FOIA request.  An examination of the future schedules at the time the 2004 TAF (found in worksheet “Domestic OAG” in the file ORD 04.xls that wa
	78 – The documents provided by FAA on August 26, 2005 do provide supporting evidence and calculations for the 2004 TAF passenger forecasts, as well as the passenger forecasts contained in the 2002 and 2003 TAF.  The detailed review that Campbell-Hill performed (Exhibit F) only focused on the local socio-economic factors as the basis for their conclusions.  The FAA employed a methodology that  included consideration of factors beyond  local socio-economic variables (see response to point 77), and  thus was m
	In addition, the passenger data that Campbell-Hill cited in Exhibit F supporting the claim that the 2003 TAF passenger numbers were closer to actual passenger numbers (Chart 1 in Exhibit F) include non-revenue passengers that are not included in the TAF passenger forecasts. 
	79 – The documents provided by FAA on August 26, 2005 do provide supporting evidence and calculations for the 2004 TAF passenger forecasts as well as the passenger forecasts contained in the 2002 TAF and 2003 TAF.  Examination of the documents provided shows that the same methodology was used to develop the passenger forecasts for the 2002 TAF, 2003 TAF, and 2004 TAF. This methodology can be replicated or recreated by independent experts. 
	80 – As described in the responses to points 77, 78, and 79 above, FAA believes there is sufficient data and substantiation for the reduction in the enplanements and operations forecasts from the 2003 TAF  to the 2004 TAF. 
	81 – FAA believes that employing the methodology described in point 77 above would lead one to conclude that a properly calculated 2004 TAF would result in lower, not higher (as has been asserted by Campbell in the affidavit), numbers of enplanements and operations in corresponding years than the 2003 TAF.  Additionally, the most recent data on passenger activity at ORD (12 months ended July 2005, as cited by Campbell in Exhibit F, Chart 1), indicate that the passenger forecast in the 2004 TAF, not the 2003
	82A –The FEIS has an explanation of the development of the constrained forecast.  FAA does not believe it is reasonable to assume that the “stop gap” schedule order would be or should be permanently in place at ORD.  Arbitrarily assuming a lower level of flight activity would be a convenient way to reduce projected delays, but would not, in FAA’s view, result in accommodating forecast demand or meeting purpose and need. 
	82B – FAA has disclosed the delay savings in relation to the forecast adopted for the EIS, the 2002 TAF.  The use of the 2002 TAF is fully explained in the FEIS. 
	82C – The FAA agrees that there will be an increase in unimpeded travel time as the proposed runways are located further from the terminal core area.  However, the FAA respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that the full-build OMP-Master Plan will have a taxi time penalty of 6.5 minutes per operation.  Based on the TAAM modeling completed by the FAA as part of the EIS, average unimpeded ground travel time increases by 4.2 minutes per operation.  This increase in travel time occurs with a subs
	83/84 - FAA addressed Campbell’s discussion of “acceptable levels of delay” in both the main body of the FEIS and in the response to comments contained in Section U.4 of Appendix U. 
	85/86 - FAA disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that the time period of analysis for the EIS should be based on financial analysis guidelines.  Please see response to Karaganis-Cohn’s September 6, 2005 comment regarding the same on page A.2-80 of this ROD. 
	87 - The FAA does not agree with the commenter regarding the EIS alternatives analysis.  In addition, the items listed by the commenter are not “assertions” made by the FAA but conclusions based on the analysis presented in the Final EIS. 
	88 – 93 – The FAA has addressed the commenter’s concerns regarding the alternatives analysis in Chapter 3, Section 3.6 of the FEIS and Section 11 of this ROD. 
	94 – Comment noted. 
	95 – The FEIS explains the analysis used to determine Alternative C meets purpose and need.  FAA rejects the notion that the analysis must be conducted using an alternative forecast developed by the commenter. 
	96-98 – The FAA addressed these comments in responding to previous comments submitted by Campbell-Hill on April 6, 2005, which can be found in Section U.4 of Appendix U of the FEIS. 
	99/100 - The review and analysis of derivative alternatives is documented in the FEIS and in this  Appendix A for this ROD (see Fleming affidavit response). The commenter has suggested that alternatives should be re-evaluated, using the commenter’s preferred level of delay for Alternative C.  FAA rejects the commenter’s basis for assuming average delay of 21.5 minutes for Alternative C.  The average delay level for Alternative C has been thoroughly modeled and documented in the FEIS. 
	101-108 – The FAA has addressed the commenter’s concerns regarding the alternatives analysis in Chapter 3, Section 3.6 of the FEIS and Section 11 of this ROD. 
	109-113 – The FAA has addressed these issues in Section 11 of this ROD. 
	115 - FAA has considered the potential use of other hubs, in both the body of the FEIS and in several responses to comments in the FEIS.  FAA has concluded that the availability of capacity at another airport is not sufficient basis to assume that the airlines using ORD as a hub would decide to move or split their ORD hub.  In fact, in the past several years airlines have exhibited a greater tendency to consolidate operations at their main hubs, rather than spread connecting operations over multiple new hub
	116/118 - The commenter has referred to high yields for connecting passengers at other hubs.  The commenter has not offered comparative data on yields.  The commenter offers a list of airports that are asserted to be attractive as alternative hubs to ORD.  FAA does not believe that the main hubbing airlines at ORD would agree.  For example, American reduced connecting activity at STL, which is a location the commenter offers as an attractive alternative. 
	119 - The commenter asserts that the geographic location of hubs is irrelevant to their suitability as an alternative for airlines hubbing at ORD.  FAA disagrees with this assertion.  In any event, the focus of FAA’s assessment was other mid-continent hubs. 
	120 - The comment expressed here is, in the judgment of the FAA, inconsistent with the prevalent consensus within the aviation industry as to the economic benefits of major airport improvement projects.  Moreover, this comment is diametrically contradictory to the author’s 2002 report “The National Economic Impact of Civil Aviation”.  There the report concluded, 
	120 - The comment expressed here is, in the judgment of the FAA, inconsistent with the prevalent consensus within the aviation industry as to the economic benefits of major airport improvement projects.  Moreover, this comment is diametrically contradictory to the author’s 2002 report “The National Economic Impact of Civil Aviation”.  There the report concluded, 
	“more aggressive investment in civil aviation infrastructure is not only justified by benefits/cost analysis – it is also essential to the well being of the U.S. economy and its citizens.”    

	121/122 - The FAA responded to Campbell-Hill’s detailed comments regarding the use of other mid-continent hubs as an alternative in FEIS Appendix U, beginning on page U.4-586.  With regard to the moving of information on mid-continent hubs from EIS Appendix C to Chapter 3, FAA believes the commenter has “over-interpreted” the refinements to the organization of sections in the FEIS.  FAA simply decided that it made the most sense for clarity of presentation to move the text regarding mid-continent hubs from 
	123/124 - FAA previously responded to this comment in the FEIS, beginning on page U.4-587. 
	125-128 - The commenter disagrees with the FAA opinion that significant connecting flow is a key to the success of the ORD international gateway.  The commenter appears to dismiss ATL as a relevant comparison, in terms of local-connect ratio, for, among other reasons, the following key reason: “because of geography and history it is Delta’s largest system hub”.  This directly contradicts comments offered by the commenter in this same document: 
	•. Comment 119—this comment seems to indicate the commenter’s opinion that geographic location is irrelevant to airline hubbing decisions.   
	•. Comment 118—this comment seems to indicate the commenter’s opinion that “historical function as a connecting hub” is not a key factor. 
	In summary, the commenter states in comment #127 that ATL is not a valid comparison due to “geography” and “historical function”.  However, in earlier comments, the commenter has dismissed each of these factors.  Thus, FAA does not find the commenter’s arguments compelling. 
	The commenter offers Toronto as a more valid comparison.  However, Toronto is not in the United States, and subject to different bilateral trade agreements and government regulations.  FAA does not believe that it is valid to use Toronto as a comparable to ORD for the purpose of evaluating international gateway status.   
	129 - FAA has provided a summary of the “LAX example”, and reasons why this is different from the ORD situation in the FEIS beginning on page U.4-595. 
	130-131 -  The commenter asserts that “the geographical spread of a population should not effect the FAA’s consideration of alternatives…” FAA does not agree with this assertion.  Taken to its logical extreme, this assertion would imply that airlines should be expected to use any available airport, regardless of the incidence of demand in the area around that airport.  This is simply not consistent with reasonable business practices.  Every regional situation is unique, and needs to be considered in determi
	130-131 -  The commenter asserts that “the geographical spread of a population should not effect the FAA’s consideration of alternatives…” FAA does not agree with this assertion.  Taken to its logical extreme, this assertion would imply that airlines should be expected to use any available airport, regardless of the incidence of demand in the area around that airport.  This is simply not consistent with reasonable business practices.  Every regional situation is unique, and needs to be considered in determi
	FAA has concluded that it is reasonable to assume that ORD will continue to be a major focus of airline activity in the Chicago region.  Compare, for example, the different population densities surrounding regional airports as shown in Exhibits 3-3 and 3-4 of the FEIS.   

	132 - The commenter seems to assert that it is wrong to recognize the differences between airports.  FAA believes that it is important to consider the particular local and regional circumstances associated with any airport for which improvements are proposed.  In fact, the commenter’s arguments elsewhere in the comment document repeatedly refer to differences at individual airports (e.g., the particular situation at ATL); this conflicts with the apparent assertion in this comment that unique airport circums
	133 - FAA believes that the airlines are the ultimate judges of strategic viability.  The U.S. aviation market is deregulated, and airlines are free to serve the markets of their choice.  The two main hubbing airlines at ORD—United and American—have indicated their support for OMP, as a means of accommodating future demand in both local and connecting passengers. While Campbell-Hill may have an opinion that increased capacity is not necessary to support the hubbing activities of these airlines, United and A
	The commenter has stated that FAA has not offered analysis to demonstrate that a reduction in connecting activity would weaken the viability of the hub.  FAA has in fact provided the following evidence and analysis: 
	•. the unconstrained demand forecast prepared by FAA, which indicates the level of future activity expected by FAA to be associated with the continued development of the ORD hub 
	•. statements by United and American, indicating that increased capacity at ORD is necessary to support the continued development of the hub—not providing this capacity would conversely result in a compromise of the airlines’ hub development plans 
	In fact, the shortfall in analysis is from the commenter—the commenter has not offered compelling evidence that airlines would choose or otherwise prefer an alternative to the development of the ORD hub.  For example, in the response to comments on the DEIS, FAA provided the example of STL—American reduced its hub and focused activity on ORD.  The commenter has not offered any evidence that American would reverse this decision and suddenly begin moving hub operations from ORD to STL. 
	134 - FAA does not find the comparison of ORD to JFK compelling.  The market conditions, airport locations, and population characteristics in the New York region and the Chicago region are substantially different. 
	135 – FAA has adequately and responsibly evaluated alternatives and assessed financial feasibility and environmental impacts, contrary to the commenter’s assertion.  The FAA has addressed this comment in its thorough evaluation of reasonable alternatives in the FEIS. 
	The commenter asserts that “regional solutions” in Los Angeles and Boston should be used as a model for Chicago.  In the FEIS, FAA provides the reasons why the Chicago region is different from the Los Angeles region, and therefore why the regional airport solutions are necessarily different.  Moreover, as noted earlier, the FAA responds to the airport sponsor’s proposal for improvement.  Thus, the particular path selected by Los Angeles and Boston recently, and Chicago in 1984, evidenced a respect for the l
	136/137-  The commenter asserts that FAA “has no basis” for conclusions regarding the use of multiple airports in a region.  FAA presented data in the FEIS on multi-airport regions, and this is the basis for FAA conclusions.  The commenter has not provided compelling alternative evidence that would produce reasonable alternative conclusions.  The commenter’s opinion is supported instead by statements such as “could simply be”, which does not, in FAA’s view, represent compelling evidence.  Anything “could si
	The commenter cites examples of multi-airport regions (Los Angeles, San Francisco, Washington/Baltimore, New York, and Chicago).  These were all considered by FAA.  The commenter does not offer any data or analysis related to these multi-airport regions which would refute the conclusions reached by FAA. 
	138/139 - The commenter asserts that capitalized interest should be included as a capital cost.  FAA has responded to this comment in the FEIS.  To further clarify, FAA understands that capitalized interest is a cost associated with the implementation of OMP. This cost has been included as a financing cost in the financing plan for OMP.  To include capitalized interest as a capital cost would be a “double-count” of this cost, as it has already been included as a financing cost.  This has been explained in t
	140 - The commenter has cited data from FASB.  This is interesting, but does not change the fact that capitalized interest has been accounted for in the OMP financing plan. 
	141/142 - The FAA’s understanding of capitalized interest does not comport with that of the commenter. 
	143 – The FAA does not agree with Campbell-Hill’s analysis. 
	144 - The commenter asserts that FAA has asserted that interest expense during construction should not be capitalized.  This assertion is simply wrong.  FAA has stated that the OMP 
	144 - The commenter asserts that FAA has asserted that interest expense during construction should not be capitalized.  This assertion is simply wrong.  FAA has stated that the OMP 
	financing plan includes interest capitalized during construction, and has reported the amount of this capitalized interest.  What FAA has stated is that it would be incorrect to include such capitalized interest as both a capital cost and an interest cost.  See FEIS response to comments. 

	145 - The commenter asserts that the City did not include the cost of interest during construction.  The FAA addressed this comment in the FEIS response to comments. 
	146/147 -  FAA directs the commenter to response to comment 20 of this document. 
	Comment Response Attachment 3 to Karaganis-Cohn The FAA’s response to Mr. Fleming’s affidavit appears immediately following the last page of the affidavit. 
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	FAA AIR TRAFFIC WORKING GROUP – GREAT LAKES REGION. 
	FAA AIR TRAFFIC WORKING GROUP – GREAT LAKES REGION. 

	ANALYSIS AND RESPONSE TO COMMENTS PRESENTED .
	IN THE AFFIDAVIT OF KENNETH FLEMING. 
	IN THE AFFIDAVIT OF KENNETH FLEMING. 

	As requested, we have studied the 37-page affidavit of Kenneth Fleming, dated September 5, 2005. This affidavit was part of a package of comments submitted to the FAA in response to the agency’s invitation for public comments on portions of the Final Environmental Impact Statement and the FAA’s proposed resolution of religious liberty issues.  For ease of reference, our analysis of his comments will track his affidavit, and will indicate our specific response to his assertions through our adoption of the sa
	¶ 1-9  Mr. Fleming has a Ph.D in Economics, served as a Professor of Economics at the Air Force Academy, is a former Air Force pilot, and presently is with Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University.  We find no need to comment on these qualifications, other than to note that Mr. Fleming’s views of various O’Hare runway layout alternatives and derivatives suggest an approach to air traffic issues starkly different from those employed by the FAA.  Mr. Fleming would operate O’Hare in ways that are contrary to exist
	¶ 13 Mr. Fleming declares that Alternative C, the Selected Alternative, is “the least prudent and feasible alternative” and that there are other “viable, prudent and feasible alternatives” that will accomplish the agency’s stated purpose and need better than Alternative C and without the destruction of the cemeteries.  We note that the FEIS, as a result of detailed and comprehensive modeling, has demonstrated that the Selected Alternative performs far better than any other alternative or derivative consider
	¶ 13 Mr. Fleming declares that Alternative C, the Selected Alternative, is “the least prudent and feasible alternative” and that there are other “viable, prudent and feasible alternatives” that will accomplish the agency’s stated purpose and need better than Alternative C and without the destruction of the cemeteries.  We note that the FEIS, as a result of detailed and comprehensive modeling, has demonstrated that the Selected Alternative performs far better than any other alternative or derivative consider

	¶ 14 Mr. Fleming’s overall approach is to focus on the availability of “Blended Alternatives” which include a limited number of runway and taxiway facilities combined with the use of congestion management to impose capacity restrictions in order to maintain delays at acceptable levels.  The FEIS discussed use of such Blended Alternatives, and contained the FAA’s conclusion that such an approach would not meet the purpose and need of the proposed action. 
	¶ 15 We do not dispute the fact that Blended Alternatives are in use at some airports.  Recently, a Blended Alternative including congestion management was approved for Los Angeles because the airport sponsor was unwilling to make the kind of major improvements Chicago wishes to do at O’Hare.  Congestion management is in use at LaGuardia and Washington National because the physical confines of those airports preclude major improvements as a matter of basic feasibility.   It has long been the FAA’s policy, a
	¶ 17 Mr. Fleming uses the 2003 and 2004 Terminal Area Forecast and contends that Phase One of the Selected Alternative will reach gridlock on opening day, and that the full build-out of the Selected Alternative will produce similar results within a year of its completion.  The FAA has responded to this assertion in its FEIS response to comments, see Appendix U, at U.4-534. 
	Mr. Fleming has provided no new information to cause the FAA to reassess its response to this assertion. 
	Mr. Fleming has provided no new information to cause the FAA to reassess its response to this assertion. 
	¶¶ 18-20  Mr. Fleming asserts that he has met with several air traffic controllers who  have expressed serious concerns about the safety, efficiency, and utility of the Selected Alternative. We are aware that several individuals who are or were controllers have expressed their own personal views about this project.  Although individuals are entitled to their own personal opinions, we do not believe such expressions of concern are entitled to any weight, since Mr. Fleming has left these controllers unnamed a

	Throughout the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process, the FAA had a team of Air Traffic Controllers (known as the Air Traffic Working Group) assigned to the evaluation of the alternatives evaluated.  Representatives from both Management and the National Air Traffic Controllers Association (NATCA) from the O’Hare Air Traffic Control Tower, Chicago Terminal Radar Approach Control (TRACON) facility and the Chicago Center participated on this team.  They invested over 1,400 hours reviewing assumptions, i
	¶ 23 Contrary to Mr. Fleming’s assertion that Derivatives L-1 and L-2 were given cursory treatment because neither satisfied purpose and need, the FAA identified a number of flaws in each of those options.  It is also true that a number of alternatives and derivatives that could not provide meaningful delay reduction for unconstrained demand were rejected.  The FAA has 
	¶ 23 Contrary to Mr. Fleming’s assertion that Derivatives L-1 and L-2 were given cursory treatment because neither satisfied purpose and need, the FAA identified a number of flaws in each of those options.  It is also true that a number of alternatives and derivatives that could not provide meaningful delay reduction for unconstrained demand were rejected.  The FAA has 
	applied consistent criteria in its consideration of alternatives and derivatives for both environmental review and for purposes of satisfying its obligations under the Religious Freedom Restoration Act. 

	¶ 24 Mr. Fleming criticizes the FAA’s decision to conduct its environmental analysis with a planning horizon of build-out plus five years.  This is a standard planning horizon for the purpose of evaluating environmental impacts under the National Environmental Policy Act, and meets with the approval of the Environmental Protection Agency which is charged by law with grading each EIS. 
	¶ 24 Mr. Fleming criticizes the FAA’s decision to conduct its environmental analysis with a planning horizon of build-out plus five years.  This is a standard planning horizon for the purpose of evaluating environmental impacts under the National Environmental Policy Act, and meets with the approval of the Environmental Protection Agency which is charged by law with grading each EIS. 

	¶ 25 At some point following the full build out and implementation of the Selected Alternative, it is likely that additional steps will be necessary to deal with issues of delay that will appear.  The development of new technology that might address these issues that far in the future is very difficult to predict.  We do not know at this point how the FAA will respond to that challenge if and when it appears.  Looking backward to 25 or 30 years ago, the technology that was in use then seems primitive compar
	¶ 31 Here we respond to Mr. Fleming’s criticism of the FAA’s analysis concerning Derivative C-1, the Selected Alternative without Runway 10C/28C which is planned to be placed directly over the present site of St. Johannes Cemetery. 
	Most importantly, Mr. Fleming seems to have difficulty with the concept that an airport operating with four arrival streams will have fewer delays than an airport handling the same amount of traffic with only three arrival streams.  By eliminating Runway 10C/28C which is intended to be used as an arrival runway in all weather conditions and in both east and west flow, there would be a greater degree of delay in operating the airport.  Notably, good weather conditions allowing quadruple approaches exist more
	Most importantly, Mr. Fleming seems to have difficulty with the concept that an airport operating with four arrival streams will have fewer delays than an airport handling the same amount of traffic with only three arrival streams.  By eliminating Runway 10C/28C which is intended to be used as an arrival runway in all weather conditions and in both east and west flow, there would be a greater degree of delay in operating the airport.  Notably, good weather conditions allowing quadruple approaches exist more

	It is correct that the FAA does not have procedures developed, as of yet, for quadruple IFR approaches at O’Hare.  However, quadruple VFR approaches have been developed and implemented by the FAA for use at other airports.  These same procedures are proposed by the Air Traffic Workgroup for Alternative C.  When technology and procedures are developed at some point in the future, Alternative C could provide the capability for IFR quadruple approaches. 
	Mr. Fleming does not appear to take issue with the FAA statement that C-1, when operated in east flow, allows only two departure streams, and that IFR weather reduces the airport’s departure capacity from 120 per hour to only 90 per hour, a significant reduction from that available with Alternative C. 
	To operate Derivative C-1 most efficiently in the absence of Runway 10C/28C, which as noted earlier was intended as an arrival runway in all conditions, Runway 10L/28R must be converted from a departure to an arrival runway in west flow conditions.  This is because the intersecting paths of Runway 22L departures and arrivals on Runway 28L would require such large distances in separation between aircraft as to produce severe delays in both departures and arrivals on the south side of the airport. 
	However, assigning arrivals to Runway 28R in west flow means that all departures originally intended for that runway must now be assigned to Runway 28L.  There are numerous occasions at O’Hare today when an aircraft captain will reject a runway assignment for takeoff (Runway 4L) because she or he prefers or requires a runway longer than 7,500 feet.  We expect some controller assignments for aircraft takeoff from Runway 28L, also at 7,500 feet in length, to be rejected for the same reasons (and by the same p
	Permitting a pilot to use a runway other than the one assigned “imbalances” the airport by placing extra demand on departure runways north of the terminal, and by reducing the departure rate as aircraft originally intended to depart from Runway 28L reject that assignment and use Runway 27L instead.  The departure rate is reduced because controllers assign aircraft to specific departure runways based on the aircraft’s destination.  For example, in Derivative C1 operating in west flow, traffic headed to the 
	Similar inefficiencies afflict Derivative C-1 in east flow.  As noted earlier, this operating configuration allows only two departure streams in both VFR and IFR conditions, thereby reducing capacity and increasing delays.. 
	Similar inefficiencies afflict Derivative C-1 in east flow.  As noted earlier, this operating configuration allows only two departure streams in both VFR and IFR conditions, thereby reducing capacity and increasing delays.. 

	In addition to these long-term limitations, Derivative C-1 deprives O’Hare of a critical runway during the build-out of the overall project.  As two runways are decommissioned, and new ones constructed, the sequence in which these events occur is critical to maintain efficient operations. Runway 10C/28C is planned to be built early in the overall process of implementing the Selected Alternative.  Its absence would cause significant short-term delay issues, along with all the other permanent limitations that
	¶¶ 32-33  In Derivatives C-2 and C-3, the FAA considered the option of shortening Runway 10C/28C from 10,800 feet to 7,500 feet and 6,900 feet, respectively, in order to avoid St. Johannes Cemetery. Mr. Fleming’s comments on both derivatives are similar, and so we have chosen to respond to his analysis in the same consolidated fashion. 
	Mr. Fleming seriously misunderstands the operational consequences of shortening a critical arrival runway by either 2,100 feet or 3,900 feet. It is true that there are airports where the longest runway is only 7,500 or 6,900 feet (Washington National and La Guardia, for example), and such runways are regularly used in all conditions.  It is also true, however, that the availability of longer runways, especially in adverse weather conditions, means that in the real world, airline pilots will reject the short
	Mr. Fleming similarly misunderstands the unique operation of the Selected Alternative as it functions on the ground, and therefore he erroneously concludes that there will be no difference in runway crossing procedures between it and Derivatives C-2 or C-3.  The Selected Alternative designates Runway 10L/28R as a departure runway.  It will be 13,000 feet in length.  Because of its great length, aircraft departing from this runway will not need to use its full length, except 
	Mr. Fleming similarly misunderstands the unique operation of the Selected Alternative as it functions on the ground, and therefore he erroneously concludes that there will be no difference in runway crossing procedures between it and Derivatives C-2 or C-3.  The Selected Alternative designates Runway 10L/28R as a departure runway.  It will be 13,000 feet in length.  Because of its great length, aircraft departing from this runway will not need to use its full length, except 
	for certain international departures to Tokyo, Hong Kong, Rome, and similarly distant points.  Instead, most aircraft will be assigned an “intersection” departure, from a point where a taxiway connects to the runway some 3,000 feet from the beginning of the runway so that 10,000 feet would still be available for takeoff.  By using intersection departures, traffic landing on Runways 10C/28C and 10R/28L will be able to reach the terminal by taxiing across Runway 10L/28R,  behind the intersection departure poi

	Those operational benefits, however, are no longer available with Derivatives C-2 and C-3.  Although shortening Runway 10C/28C will not affect the intersection departures on Runway 10L/28R, the shortened runway will have its western terminus relocated by either 2,100 or 3,900 feet.  In other words, the ends of these two runways will be staggered on the west.  At the end of each runway, there is a Runway Protection Zone (“RPZ”) in which no aircraft movement is permitted when the runway is being used by aircr
	Mr. Fleming is equally dismissive of the FAA’s concerns with wake turbulence issues generated by Derivatives C-2 and C-3.  Again, because the threshold of Runway 10C/28C is so severely staggered in its shortened condition, aircraft would land on Runway 10C parallel to the very point where aircraft are departing from Runway 10L.  The Selected Alternative avoids this problem by aligning the thresholds of these two runway even with each other so that aircraft landing on Runway 10C touch down at a point well be
	The measures the FAA would need to take in order to ensure that Derivatives C-2 and C-3 would operate safely seriously cripple the ability of these measures to provide a level of delay reduction close to that of the Selected Alternative. 
	The measures the FAA would need to take in order to ensure that Derivatives C-2 and C-3 would operate safely seriously cripple the ability of these measures to provide a level of delay reduction close to that of the Selected Alternative. 

	¶ 34-35  Derivatives C-4 and C-5 were created by the FAA to examine O’Hare operations with Runway 10C/28C shifted to the south some 350 and 450 feet respectively in an attempt to avoid St. Johannes Cemetery. 
	¶ 34-35  Derivatives C-4 and C-5 were created by the FAA to examine O’Hare operations with Runway 10C/28C shifted to the south some 350 and 450 feet respectively in an attempt to avoid St. Johannes Cemetery. 

	Mr. Fleming downplays the FAA’s application of its airport safety and design standards to these Derivatives. TERPS are FAA standards that govern the height of buildings and objects in relation to runways.  Applying TERPS, the FAA can construct a new air traffic control tower to handle aircraft using Runway 10R/28L on a small sliver of land between the “protected surfaces” for Runway 10C/28C and Runway 10R/28L.  As applied here, TERPS provides an adequate measure of safety by precluding obstructions that cou
	Shifting Runway 10C/28C also creates wake turbulence issues that are not present in the Selected Alternative.  Although Mr. Fleming attempts to minimize these concerns by stating that they only occur in west flow, that 45 percent of the time the airfield is operated in this manner present significant and legitimate concerns.  When Runway 10C/28C is moved south, the aircraft arriving on Runway 28C pass directly over Runway 22L at about the point where departing aircraft become airborne.  The farther south th
	As with the other derivatives generated by FAA, we again see how each of the pieces of the airport relate to each other, and how, when one is changed, that change has impacts on other runways and the overall efficiency of the airfield.  For Derivatives C-4 and C-5, these cumulative limitations on operations would be required in order to safely operate either of these derivatives.  As a result, they have the real-world potential to handle considerably less traffic than the Selected Alternative.    
	¶¶ 36-42  Derivatives L-1 and L-2 were submitted to the FAA as potential airport runway designs that could avoid St. Johannes Cemetery. 
	¶¶ 36-42  Derivatives L-1 and L-2 were submitted to the FAA as potential airport runway designs that could avoid St. Johannes Cemetery. 

	Most of Mr. Fleming’s criticism of the FAA’s earlier analysis rests on a totally unfounded assumption:  that the City of Chicago will only build Phase One of this project, and that such a truncated improvement project would not operate as well as either Derivative L-1 or L-2.  The FAA in its EIS and in this ROD have concluded that the entire project will be completed.  But, in making this assertion, Mr. Fleming also makes the point that is of principal concern to us.  Mr. Fleming reports that controllers ha
	Mr. Fleming’s statement about Phase One producing gridlock is wrong, for when O’Hare is on Plan X (East Flow), and using Runways 4L, 32L and 32R, the new runway will not be in use.  But, when Runways 32L and 32R are decommissioned, the newly built Runway 9L/27R will become fully operational.  More importantly, however, the reason for Mr. Fleming’s concern appears to be his recognition that on the north side of the airport, the addition of Runway 9L/27R adds to the existing complexity of the existing “runway
	We cannot agree with Mr. Fleming in his assertion that Derivative L-1 will perform better than Phase One of the Selected Alternative. He is incorrect in asserting L-1’s capacity of a balanced airfield with 120 arrivals and 120 departures in all weather conditions. For a configuration to sustain this balance, it would require three independent arrival and three independent departure runways with no dependencies between any of the runways.  Alternative L-1 does not have this capability.  All departures on Run
	Derivatives L-1 and L-2 allow for triple streams of arrivals, unlike the Selected Alternative that allows quadruple streams in VFR weather.  Moreover, these derivatives do not operate nearly as well as the Selected Alternative because of other dependencies in addition to those listed immediately above. First,  in east flow, controllers would have arrivals assigned to Runways 9L, 9R, and 10.  Departures would remain assigned to Runways 32L, 4L and 9L.  Arrivals to Runway 9R and 10 would be independent.  Howe
	Derivatives L-1 and L-2 allow for triple streams of arrivals, unlike the Selected Alternative that allows quadruple streams in VFR weather.  Moreover, these derivatives do not operate nearly as well as the Selected Alternative because of other dependencies in addition to those listed immediately above. First,  in east flow, controllers would have arrivals assigned to Runways 9L, 9R, and 10.  Departures would remain assigned to Runways 32L, 4L and 9L.  Arrivals to Runway 9R and 10 would be independent.  Howe
	dependent with Runway 32L departures and also with Runway 9R arrivals.  Runway 9L departures become dependent with Runway 9L arrivals and with Runway 4L departures.  Finally, Runway 4L departures  become dependent with Runway 9L arrivals and departures. All of this dependencies would lead to inefficiencies and increased delays.  Secondly, west flow would produce similar dependencies that could only reduce the efficiency of the configuration. Arrivals would be assigned to Runways 27R, 27L and 28L.  Departure

	Mr. Fleming is critical of the FAA’s earlier analysis of the L-1 East Flow and West Flow capacity in which the agency found limited benefits to capacity or delay reduction.  In response to his criticism, we suggest it is important to remember that additional runways do not necessarily mean additional capacity.  The proposed layout of any new runways, including their relationship with other existing runways, is pivotal in determining the performance of the proposed airfield.  After reviewing his critique, we
	Today, Plan X has three arrival runways (Runways 4R, 9R, and 9L) and four departure runways (Runways 32L, 32R, 4L and 9L).  Departures on Runway 32L are dependent with arrivals to Runway 9L.  Departures on Runway 32R are dependent with departures on Runways 4L and Runway 9L.  Departures on Runway 4L are dependent with arrivals on Runway 9L, and departures on Runways 32R and 9L.  In contrast, Derivative L-1 East Flow has three arrival runways (Runways 9L, 9R, and 10R) and three departure runways (Runways 32L
	Similarly, Derivative L-1 in West Flow would have three arrival runways (Runways 27R, 27L, and 28L).  Departures on Runway 32R would  be dependent with arrivals on Runway 27R.  Departures on Runway 27L would have a dependency with departures on Runway 28R.  
	However, this  relationship is less intensive than must be conducted on the existing Plan W which  causes departures on Runway 32R to be dependent with arrivals on Runway 22R and 27R, and makes departures on Runway 22L  dependent with arrivals on Runway 27L.  Although this configuration performs marginally better than existing Plan W, it does not accommodate the forecast level of aviation activity through the planning horizon. Perhaps, this is the reason that Mr. Fleming insists on comparing L-1 with Phase 
	L-1 proposes a shortened Runway 10C/28C to 8,000, to avoid St. Johannes on the west end of the runway.  However, the RPZ for that runway would likely preclude public attendance at the cemetery, and further shortening of this runway to alleviate this problem would render it useless. 
	With regard to Derivative L-2, the FAA found that it would perform worse than today’s airfield in delay reduction. The north side of this proposed configuration is very similar to the dependencies in existing Plan X. However, due to the location of the runways and the geometry created by the new runways, the operation would not perform as efficiently. Departures on Runway 32L would be dependent with Runway 9L arrivals.  The new Runway 9L is moved further north, causing the intersection of the extended cente
	 Also, we disagree with the commenter’s assertion that retaining Runway 14R/32L is necessary.  As part of the Airport Layout Plan analysis, it was determined based on an analysis of 10-years of historical weather data that the proposed airfield (without either Runway 14L/32R or Runway 14R/32L) exceeds the requirement in FAA standards.  FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13 – Airport Design in Appendix 1 – Wind Analysis paragraph 3. Coverage and Orientation of Runways states that “The desirable wind coverage for
	In its earlier analysis, the FAA also observed that Derivatives L-1 and L-2, when combined with some or all of the components of each, would produce many of the problems associated with each while providing few benefits in terms of delay reduction for unconstrained traffic in the future.  Again, comparison to Phase One of the OMP is not especially relevant when the goal of this project is to reduce delay at present and projected traffic levels. The FAA has not compared Derivatives L-1 and L-2 with Alternati
	5.9 minutes of delay at 1,194,000 operations.  When measured against the Selected Alternative,  
	5.9 minutes of delay at 1,194,000 operations.  When measured against the Selected Alternative,  
	it is clear that these derivatives fall far short of achieving meaningful delay reduction during the planning horizon. 

	¶ 43 Derivative M was generated by the FAA in response to a newscast in which an individual asserted that a single new runway in the southernmost part of the airport could accomplish the delay reduction sought by the OMP at a fraction of the cost and without the need to take St. Johannes Cemetery.  The agency’s analysis of Derivative M found that it allowed quadruple approaches only during east flow in good weather, and even then, higher than normal landing minima would apply because of the converging traff
	In response, Mr. Fleming asserts that the limitation on quadruple landings is of no consequence, because “discussions with local air traffic controllers at O’Hare show conclusively that triple approaches are all that are needed to handle VFR capacity at O’Hare.”  (¶ 43.1, p. 32).  We completely disagree.  One of the significant limitations to the existing airport configuration is when the weather transitions from good to poor weather, the airport loses the capability of operating triple converging approache
	Mr. Fleming takes issue with the earlier FAA statement that triple approaches for IFR east or west flow would not be allowed for Derivative M or N, because a controller told him that the special equipment required for such activity could be ordered.  What Mr. Fleming misses is that even if such activity were possible, triple IFR approaches in either flow would not be independent or operationally efficient.  First, east flow would have arrivals assigned to Runways 9L, 9R, and 10.  Departures would remain ass
	Mr. Fleming takes issue with the earlier FAA statement that triple approaches for IFR east or west flow would not be allowed for Derivative M or N, because a controller told him that the special equipment required for such activity could be ordered.  What Mr. Fleming misses is that even if such activity were possible, triple IFR approaches in either flow would not be independent or operationally efficient.  First, east flow would have arrivals assigned to Runways 9L, 9R, and 10.  Departures would remain ass
	7,000’ down the runway.  This would increase the inter-arrival separations on Runway 28 significantly reducing the efficiency of this operation.  In summary, in both IFR conditions, the number of departures would be significantly lower than arrivals, especially in the east flow operation.  Air traffic would have to increase the arrival separations to allow the departures to leave, in order to maintain a balanced airfield. 

	Although proposed Runway 10/28 in Derivative M was evaluated as a primary arrival runway, it would be used as a departure runway during certain wind and weather conditions.  For this analysis the FAA assumed that the proposed runway would be 7,500’.  Mr. Fleming’s suggestion to shorten the runway by 1000’ (7500’ to 6500’) to prevent the overlap of the Runway Safety Areas of Runway 28L and Runway 4R would severely limit the number of aircraft able to arrive on the runway and would eliminate a majority of the
	Also, we cannot accept the assertion that under this Derivative, the railroad yard would not need to be relocated. The FAA agrees that the physical runway itself would not infringe on the railroad yard.  However, the Runway Safety Area on the southwest side of the approach end of Runway 10R would encroach on the northern most portion of the railroad yard requiring at least a partial relocation.  FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13 Airport Design states that a runway safety area shall be, “cleared and graded a
	There is one final comment we offer in this response to Mr. Fleming’s affidavit. As described earlier,  Derivative C-1 eliminates Runway 10C/28C.  In designing the Selected Alternative, the planners created a runway layout design that permits quadruple streams of landing traffic in good weather.  Derivative C-1 precludes that benefit, for it removes a runway intended for full-time use.  In contrast,  Derivatives C-2 through C-5 do not change the overall geometry of the Selected Alternative in the sense that
	The FAA may not wish to emphasize this point in the ROD.  It does involves a degree of prediction about future air traffic techniques, rather than an assessment of how we operate O’Hare and these derivatives with the tools of today.  Nevertheless, it is our judgment that this point should be recognized, insofar as adoption of any of these derivatives would deprive the FAA of a potential tool in the future that could provide significant benefits during adverse weather at O’Hare.   
	We trust this analysis of comments will  prove helpful in the preparation of the ROD in this matter. 
	We trust this analysis of comments will  prove helpful in the preparation of the ROD in this matter. 
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